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Summary 
Can patriarchal theory explain why Palestinian men in Jordan both inside and outside refugee 
camps beat their wives? 
 International sociological research on domestic violence is dominated by two perspectives on 
domestic violence; the feminist perspective where gender and patriarchal structures are 
highlighted, and the family violence perspective with a more gender neutral focus on 
socioeconomic variables. An argument is also made that when introdusing a qualitative aspect 
which distinguishes between moderate and severe violence in quantitative surveys, the 
characteristics of the perpetrators change.  
Research on domestic violence in Jordan is scares. However, what exists of empirical 
research accentuates how men’s patriarchal attitudes are associated with hightened risk of 
perpetrating violence against women. Few, if no, socioeconomic variables are consistantly 
associated with violence in Jordan, of which the research concludes that the violence has 
sociocultural roots.  
In this thesis I investigate whether the feminist perspective contribute with satisfactory 
explanations for why Palestinian men in Jordan beat their wives, and whether an analytical 
distinction between moderate and severe violence contributes to the explanation.  
I perform logistic regression analysis on data in Palestinian refugees in Jordan residing inside 
and outside refugee camps from two complimentary surveys collected by Fafo Applied 
International Research in 2011-2012. 
The explanatory power of patriarchal theory as operationalizsed in the analysis is limited. 
However, when distinguishing between moderate and severe violence we see that men and 
women, both inside and outside the refugee camps, with higher education have significantly 
lower odds for experiencing violence, men as perpetrators and women as victims. As men’s 
education has never been significantly associated with violence before it is concluded that the 
analytical distinction between moderate and severe violence might explain the inconsistancy 
between studies of violence in Jordan, as argued in a larger research field. The same finding 
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also contributes toward explaining why the prevalence of severe violence is twice as high in 
refugee camps, where the overall educational attainments are substantially lower.  
In addition to the finding related to education the results show that patriarchal attitudes may 
contribute some toward explaining the prevalence of moderate violence.   
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1 Introduction 
Violence against women is a major social problem in the Middle East. Evidence suggests that 
the region has a higher prevalence and higher acceptance of violence against women than any 
other region in the world. What can explain these numbers? Who are these violent men, and 
why do they beat? In the academic and public debate about intimate partner violence in the 
Middle East and Jordan, patriarchy is often used as the main explanation. In this thesis, I will 
critically examine the link between patriarchy and violence against women among the 
Palestinian refugees in Jordan, drawing on two representative surveys conducted in 2011 and 
2012. 
The theoretical and methodological research on gender-based violence has mainly been 
developed in the USA, and goes back for more than 40 years (McHugh and Frieze 2006). 
However, empirical studies on prevalence and possible explanations for violence against 
women in a multitude of counties across the globe have proliferated in the last decade 
(Marcus 2007). In the Middle East and North Africa nationally representative surveys have 
mapped the prevalence of men’s violence against women in the majority of the MENA 
countries. The estimates vary, but it is clear that the region ranks high in terms of prevalence 
of violence. The World Health Organization suggest that 16-52 per cent of married women in 
the MENA were physically assaulted the last year by a partner (Krug 2002). Despite the 
obvious importance and increasing scholarly interest researchers agree that the knowledge of 
domestic violence in the Middle Eastern region is limited (Boy and Kulczycki 2008, 67). In 
Jordan, relative to other countries in the MENA region, quite a few studies have mapped 
violence, and attitudes toward violence, against women. The overall picture is high 
prevalence in all levels of society (Oweis, Gharaibeh, and Alhourani 2010, 443). However, 
evidence suggests that the prevalence is even higher inside the refugee camps (Khawaja 
2004). One important difference between the countries in the MENA and countries in the 
west is women’s justification. On of men’s violence (Khawaja, Linos, and El-Roueiheb 2008, 
215). The DHS from 2007 uncovered that 90 per cent of Jordanian women accept that there 
are at least one reason which justifies men’s violence against women (DHS 2007). The 
majority of the researchers on violence against women in Jordan argue that men’s violence 
predominantly can be explained by patriarchal theory. Many researchers on more general 
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cultural characteristics of the societies in the MENA agree that the patriarchal structures are 
prominent (for example Moghadam 2004, Sharabi 1988, Salhi 2013a).    
Patriarchal theory is firmly grounded in international research on violence against women. In 
the early days of the research on domestic violence feminist researchers in the USA argued 
that men’s violence against women could largely be explained by patriarchal theory (Dobash 
and Dobash 1980, Yllö 1988). However, this theoretical assumption was soon challenged by 
other sociological researchers, referred to as family violence researchers (Kurz 1989). 
According to them it was problematic and even faulty to argue that men beat women as a 
means to suppress women. First of all, it did not explain why so many men did not beat their 
wives, and second, it made other victims of violence invisible. It was not gender that could 
explain this violence, but the family as a social institution (for example Straus and Hotaling 
1980, Straus 1990, Gelles 1997). More specifically, it was the family’s different socio-
economic positions in society which made significant contributions toward explaining the 
differences of prevalence of domestic violence.  
As a response to the at times seemingly contradictory theoretical positions between the 
feminist researchers and the family violence researchers, Michal P. Johnson attempted to 
bridge the two traditions by arguing that two perspectives investigated two different 
phenomena (Johnson 1995). Through qualitative interviews the feminist researchers found 
evidence which supported their patriarchal hypotheses, and which Johnson labeled “intimate 
terrorism”, whereas the family violence researchers through their quantitative surveys found 
evidence for a more gender-neutral form of violence which Johnson labeled “common couple 
violence” (Johnson 1995). Johnson argues as well that the “intimate terrorist” can be found in 
survey data if moderate and severe forms of violence are kept analytically apart, and the 
control context is underlined. Johnson’s proposed typologies have enjoyed much popularity in 
the research field on domestic violence in North America. 
Despite its importance for research on gendered violence in the USA, Johnson’s typologies 
are not widely applied in research on domestic violence in Jordan. In the context of 
predominantly patriarchal societies in MENA the feminist perspective – with patriarchal 
theory as the core conceptual tool – has provided satisfactory answers for why men beat 
women (for example Al-Badayneh 2012, Haj-Yahia 2005, Oweis, Gharaibeh, and Alhourani 
2010). The family research tradition has criticized the patriarchal claim for decades, but at the 
same time opens up for that these theories might be more relevant in very patriarchal societies 
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(Dutton 2006). As Jordan is generally considered a patriarchal society, the case provides a 
good test to this claim.  
 
1.1 Research Questions 
The overarching goal in this thesis is to investigate the causes of violence against women 
among the Palestinian refugees in Jordan. I will do this by asking two related research 
questions.  
RQ1: Can the feminist perspective with patriarchy as the core theoretical concept explain 
why Palestinian men in Jordan beat their wives? 
Two nationally representative Demography and Health Surveys in Jordan (DHS 2007, 2012) 
have estimated that the prevalence of violence against women is higher in the Palestinian 
refugee camps than in the general population. However, no distinction was made between the 
population outside the camps which consists of both Jordanian with and without Palestinian 
decent, only between Palestinians residing inside the camps and the rest of the population 
outside the camps. The data drawn upon in this thesis (see next section) is the first 
comparable data available on violence against women among Palestinians in Jordan residing 
both inside and outside the refugee camps.  
RQ2: Does the analytical distinction between moderate and severe forms of violence provide 
further evidence for the explanatory force of patriarchal theory in Jordan? 
As mentioned in the previous section, Johnson`s typology has not yet been tested in a 
Jordanian setting. As this has shown to contribute significantly in explaining gender based 
violence in other contexts, it is interesting to investigate whether it can also contribute to our 
understanding of violence against women in Jordan.  
1.2 Research Design 
I approach the research questions quantitatively by analyzing survey data from two different 
Living Conditions of Palestinian Refugees in Jordan, conducted by Fafo Institute of Applied 
International Studies (AIS). The first survey samples randomly selected Palestinian 
households outside refugee camps in the three governorates of Amman, Zarqa, and Irbid 
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which comprise of approximately 86 per cent of the Palestinians in Jordan. In addition, I use 
another survey conducted at about the same time of randomly selected Palestinian households 
inside 13 refugee camps in the six governorates of Amman, Balqa, Zarqa, Madaba, Irbid, and 
Jarash. Different sampling weights make it undesirable to merge the two data sets which 
comprise of the exact same questions. As the data include information of both men who have 
perpetrated violence and women who have been victims of violence, I will conduct separate 
analysis of men and women, inside and outside the camps.  
1.3 Structure 
The structure of the thesis is as follows. Chapter 2 provides an overview of the theoretical 
perspectives on gender based violence, focusing on the feminist tradition and the family 
research tradition. Attempts at bridging these traditions and critiques of the traditions will be 
discussed. Chapter three gives background information about patriarchal characteristics of the 
MENA and Jordan in particular, as well as providing contextual information about the sample 
population, namely the Palestinian population in Jordan. Chapter four reviews existing 
research on violence against women in Jordan, and discusses it in the light of the theoretical 
perspectives presented in chapter 2. Chapter five presents the hypothesis of the thesis which 
are to be tested. Chapter six is on research and methods, presenting the sample, 
operationalization of the variables as well as a brief explanation of the analytical methods 
employed. Chapter 7 presents the descriptive statistics while chapter 8 presents the results of 
the logistic regression tables. Chapter 9 discusses the hypotheses brought forward in chapter 5 
in light of the findings from the logistic regression analysis. Chapter 10 is a summarizing 
discussion of the theoretical and methodological implications of the findings in this thesis.  
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2 Theory 
2.1 Theoretical and Methodological Perspectives on 
Domestic Violence 
In the following chapter I will give a brief overview of the existing sociological approaches to 
family violence. In order to investigate the explanation power of the patriarchal theory, we 
must first understand its origins, and the debates surrounding it. According to Demie Kurz the 
sociological tradition on partner violence can be divided in two different research schools; the 
family violence perspective and feminist perspective (Kurz 1989, 490). I will present these 
two perspectives and its critiques, which will serve as a general introduction to the research 
field of partner violence. Secondly, I will turn to Michael P. Johnson’s proposed re-
conceptualization of these schools, distinguishing between what he calls Common Couple 
Violence and Intimate Terrorism. Thirdly, I will turn to how the feminist researchers and the 
family violence researchers disagree on how socioeconomic variables are related to domestic 
violence. This brief overview will serve as an analytical entry point to reviewing the research 
on domestic violence from Jordan in chapter four.         
2.2 The Feminist Perspective 
The core argument among the feminist researchers is that gender is the essential explanation 
for intimate violence (Kurz 1989, 498). The terminology they use is “battered wives”, “wife 
abuse”, or “violence toward women” to underline that men are the perpetrators and women 
are the victims of this violence (McHugh and Frieze 2006, 122) (Yllö 2005). Feminist 
researchers argue that from a historical point of view it is obvious that men use violence to 
dominate women (Dobash and Dobash 1980, ix) (Saunders 1988, 90) This violence represents 
a patriarchal order in society (Dobash and Dobash 1980, 15) and is the clearest expression of 
patriarchal domination (Dobash and Dobash 1980, ix). The status of women is reflected in the 
cultural beliefs of the hierarchical order, and is supported by legal, religious, and cultural 
institutions in society (Kurz 1989, 496). These cultural beliefs prescribe different roles in 
society to men and women (Dobash and Dobash 1980, 6). And if the women do not behave 
according to the prescribed roles, men are not only entitled to, but almost obliged to sanction 
her. The feminist perspective stands in contrast to both the psychological explanation where 
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violence is explained as a symptom of deviance or pathology (Dutton 2005), and the family 
violence perspective where gender is but one of the explanatory factors (Anderson 1997, 
655).  
Saunders et al. (1987, 40) write that there is evidence that general attitudes toward women’s 
autonomy and place in society, and attitudes toward violence against women are closely 
connected  (Saunders et al. 1987, 40). This point is integral to the feminist perspective where 
it is argued that power and violence is sustained at the societal level because as a result of the 
patriarchal social norms that incorporate and accept male violence (Dobash and Dobash 1980, 
Pagelow and Pagelow 1984, Yllö 1988). In the general literature on men’s violence against 
women Sugarman and Frankel (1996, 31) found that assaultive males to a greater extent than 
non-assaultive men accepted violence against their wives. And according to Yllö (2005, 22) 
the inequality which is inherent in marriage of male domination and female subordination 
which is the foundation for the patriarchal structures both within and outside the home.    
In the data set that I analyze in this thesis, there are four variables measuring patriarchal 
attitudes: Attitudes toward women’s autonomy, attitudes toward violence, attitudes toward 
choice of daughter’s husband, and attitudes towards freedom of movement These variables 
capture what Miller (1969, cited in Naved and Persson, 2010:835) defined as the core 
components of the patriarchal system. The patriarchal ideology is defines as “a) beliefs that 
legitimize male power and authority over women in marriage, b) a set of attitudes or norms 
supportive of violence against wives who violate, or who are perceived as violating the ideals 
of patriarchy.”   
Feminist researchers in the 70s gathered data mainly from police courts, emergency rooms, 
and shelters (Johnson 2008, 18, Kurz 1989, 942). The preferred method was in-depth 
interviews with afflicted women who gave detailed accounts of severe and persistent violence  
(Dobash and Dobash 1980, 1, Loseke and Kurz 2005, 82). In fact, Kersti Yllö, a central 
researchers in the feminist tradition, writes that an article of her was rejected from a leading 
feminist journal because she had used quantitative method which were “inherently 
patriarchal” (Yllö 1988, 31). It was the qualitative interview, where the interviewer could 
listen empathically to each individual story that enabled the researcher to understand the 
context and the meaning behind each individual woman’s experience with violence (Dobash 
and Dobash 1980, 254, Saunders 1988, 91). In the early phase of their career Dobash and 
Dobash wrote that they decided to reject the use of survey methods which was based on 
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“superficial questionnaires”, “abstract categories” and “irrelevant issues” (1988, 56) The 
qualitative data  revealed the same stories of domination and severe abuse perpetrated by male 
partner which led the feminist researchers to form the theoretical argument where men’s 
violence toward women was a direct consequence of a patriarchal society (Dobash and 
Dobash 1988, 57) 
2.3 The Family Violence Perspective 
The family violence researchers did not accept the feminists claim that domestic violence 
could be explained exclusively by patriarchy (Anderson 1997, 655). According to the family 
violence researchers domestic violence was not a result of gendered domination, but of 
situational conflict between partners (Johnson 2008, 18).  Their preferred terminology is 
“domestic violence” or “spouse abuse”, in order to de-gender both the victim and the 
perpetrator (Kurz 1989, 490). Among the researchers belonging to this perspective Straus, 
Gelles, and Steinmetz are the most central. Gelles argue that when different kinds of abuse are 
treated and explored separately the fundamental causes and consequences of abuse are 
difficult to grasp (Gelles 1997, 2). Steinmetz probably stirred the greatest controversy in the 
history of the research field when he argued that women perpetrated as much, if not more, 
violence than men (Steinmetz 1980). Violence between intimates is not at all un-common, 
they wrote, instead it is a culturally accepted solution to conflict (Kurz 1989:491; Straus, 
1979:85). When explaining violence between intimates the family violence perspective 
pointed to the family as a social organization and its position in society (Straus and Hotaling 
1980, 11). Violence in the family follows socioeconomic patterns, and are unevenly 
distributed with higher frequency among people in the lower segments of society (Markowitz 
2001, 205). Men and women with lower education, less income, and unstable employment 
status had significant higher chances of experiencing partner violence, and are perceived as 
strong predicators for violence (Jasinski, Williams, and Finkelhor 1998, 27).  Straus (1990) 
argued that it was the stress caused by low income, instable employment status, and low 
education which offered a plausible explanation for how socioeconomic position moderated 
the risk of domestic violence.   
The family violence researchers typically relied on large scale surveys, and not victimized 
populations like the feminist researchers, in their study of domestic violence (Johnson 1995, 
Dutton 2006, 46). The Conflict Tactic Scales (CTS), which is a widely used method for 
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measuring violence, was developed by Straus (Straus 1979). The CTS consists of a list of 
actions members of the family might take when dealing with a conflict, such as arguing, 
kicking, biting, etc. He argued that unless the respondent is specifically asked about what kind 
of conflict that had taken place much valuable information would be lost (Straus 1979, 77).  
Furthermore, feminist scholars argue that one should avoid using an “unqualified notion of 
patriarchy” (Kandiyoti 1988, 285), which arguably could characterize the feminist 
perspective. The feminist researchers in the west received ample critique for their single-
variable analysis of men’s violence. As a result of this critique more sophisticated 
mechanisms for how gendered structures are associated with violence against women have 
been developed. When applying feminist perspectives it is useful to distinguish between that 
familiar patriarchy and structural patriarchy in the analyses of men’s violence against women 
(Hunnicutt 2009, 554, Smith 1990, 266). DeKeseredy writes that distinguishing between these 
two aspects is common and that it goes back to early theorization of patriarchy where Dobash 
and Dobash defined patriarchy as consisting of structure and ideology (DeKeseredy 2011, 
299). When a unified notion of patriarchy is applied the complexity of social reality is at risk 
of being obscured (Hunnicutt 2009, 559). However, when the variations of patriarchal 
structures and ideologies are allowed to come into view, the concept may add valuable 
information about how gender, power, and violence against women are connected in various 
ways, to various degrees, and in various places (Hunnicutt 2009). Anderson argues that trying 
to understand gender with an individualistic approach is futile, because one have to look at 
how gender and patriarchy is related to the individual, interactions between individuals and 
social structures (Anderson 2005, 856). 
2.4 Critique and Moving Beyond 
At times the temperature between the two research traditions has been quite heated (Johnson 
1995, 285). The over-arching critique of the feminist researchers was that they were 
employing single-variable analysis focusing exclusively on patriarchy, and thus overseeing all 
other variables such as income, education, unemployment, age, and how these variables may 
affect the perpetration of violence (Bograd 2005, Garciá-Moreno 2002, Heise 1998, McHugh, 
Livingston, and Ford 2005, Straus 2005). According to Straus the feminist approach has 
added valuable insight when trying to understand abuse of women in light of gendered 
structures, but that it does not excuse them for denying all other explanatory factors (Straus 
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2005, 71). Dutton among others argues that this blindness to other possible explanation was 
caused by an ideological stance, which completely undermined the research in this tradition 
(Dutton 2005, 6).  
The feminist researchers in their turn accused the family violence researchers at a general 
level to failing to understand how gendered violence is different from other forms of violence 
in the family (Dobash and Dobash 1980, 8-10). Wife beating differed theoretically from other 
forms of violence, and had to be understood within a larger context of dominance (Lawson 
2012, 580). Treating men’s violence as something related to for example abuse of children 
covered up the historic aspect of men’s abuse and dominance of women (Dobash and Dobash 
1980). In addition the feminist argued that comparing the massive abuse of women by men, to 
the minor acts in self-defense by women, was not only wrong, but doing injustice to all 
battered women (Dobash and Dobash 1980, 19). To underline this point they referred to the 
overwhelming percentage of violence reported in the criminal records of men’s violence 
toward women, and not the other way around (Kurz 1989, 494).  
Of the methodological differences the family violence researchers’ use of the Conflict Tactic 
Scale is of paramount importance. To the feminists the problems with the CTS are many-fold  
(Dobash and Dobash 1988, DeKeseredy 1998, Lundgren, Dobash, and Dobash 1998, 
McHugh and Frieze 2006, Yllö 1988, Anderson 2005). First of all it works from an 
ideological premise that violence is family-based, and not gendered. Second, it is preoccupied 
with counting the number of abuse, instead of asking about the context of the abuse, and 
therefore missing the gendered aspect. Third, many types of abuse is not included in the list of 
the CTS. Abuse that is not included will most likely be left out by the respondents. Fourth, as 
the violent actions are ranked an assumption is made that some abuse (like psychological 
abuse) is less serious than items higher up on the list. And fifth, as the CTS assumes that 
violence and verbal abuse is about settling conflict, the large numbers of abuse which are 
related to control are left out.  
The positions of the two perspectives seemed at times quite antithetical. In response to the 
stand still Michael P. Johnson suggested that the differences between the feminist perspective 
and the family violence perspective originated from the fact that they study two distinctly 
different phenomena.       
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2.5 Education, Employment and Income – Economic or 
Symbolic Resources?  
One of the clearest differences between the family violence perspective and the feminist 
perspective is their view on the role of socioeconomic variables in influencing violence. A 
common misconception is that the feminists are against including socioeconomic variables in 
the analysis whereas the family researchers are for including it. In addressing this 
misunderstanding, Catherine Kaukinen (2004) argues that the main difference between the 
family violence researchers and the feminist researchers is not about whether to include socio-
economic variables when explaining domestic violence, but rather how to treat these 
variables. She writes that where the family violence tradition treats education, income, and 
employment as socioeconomic resources, the feminists treat them as symbolic resources.  
MacMillan and Gardner use employment as an example of how feminist researchers and 
family violence researchers propose different mechanisms for how employment and violence 
are associated. They write that for the family violence researchers employment is but one 
indicator of access to economic resources (Macmillan and Gartner 1999, 947). For the family 
violence researchers unemployment leads to stress in the family because of fewer economic 
resources, or female employment leads to economic empowerment for women. However, 
what MacMillan and Gartner suggest is that the symbolic aspect of employment, rather than 
the economic aspect is most important. (Macmillan and Gartner 1999). According to them 
what matters is men and women’s relative employment status. In those cases where the wife 
is employed and the husband is unemployed violence increases, because the status of the man 
is threatened.  Atkinson et al. (2005) agree that employment needs to be understood as more 
than objective resources. To them the family violence researchers lack a fundamental 
understanding of how gender ideologies moderate the mechanism of female employment, and 
argue that conservative men with breadwinning wives are most prevalent to beat because then 
the women are a threat these men’s gender ideology. However, if the men did not pertain to a 
conservative gender ideology women’s employment would not have been a threat. Anderson 
(1997) writes that these gendered resource theories supplemented resource theories with much 
needed insights about gender and power in the family, which is a typical feminist critique of 
the family violence researchers. To conclude we see that the argument between the family 
violence researchers and the feminist researchers has to do with how to understand socio-
economic variables, and not if socio-economy should be included in the analysis. Or, as Lee 
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Ann Hoff (1988, 271) writes the feminist perspective “goes beyond general sociocultural 
explanations to explicate the patriarchal nature of the social and cultural context of violence”.  
2.6 Intimate Terrorism Versus Situational Partner 
Violence 
According to Michael B. Johnson much of the disagreements between the feminist 
researchers and the family violence researchers can be explained by the fact that they study 
two different phenomena (Johnson 1995, 285). And the different theoretical conclusions they 
arrived at stemmed from the fact that they used different methodologies and sampled different 
populations (Johnson 1995, 288). The debate of whose perspectives is right is futile he argues. 
What is instead needed is a better theoretical understanding of different types of violence 
between intimates. Johnson proposes that violence between spouses should either be 
understood as Patriarchal Terrorism or Common Couple Violence (later: intimate terrorism 
and situational couple violence). These two phenomena are quite distinct and can in a very 
limited way be studied using the same methodology and theoretical approach.  
The feminist researchers have presented theoretical explanations for the intimate terrorist for 
decades. This type of violence is perpetrated by men who beat women regularly, and in a 
most severe way, in order to control them (Johnson 1995, 285). The situational couple 
violence is what the family violence researchers have tried to understand. This violence is not 
a product of gendered structures, but more a result of the stress caused by making ends meet. 
And this type of violence does not usually cause serious injury. (Johnson and Leone 2005, 
326). What methodology the researcher employs to a large degree determines which type of 
violence that is possible to study. Intimate terrorism cannot be properly research when using 
national, representative surveys. This is because the questionnaires used in surveys are often 
developed in such a way that violence as a mean to dominate the other part will not be 
revealed, as discussed by the critics of the CTS. There are also reasons to expect that the 
majority of the perpetrators of the extreme kind of gendered violence will refuse to participate 
in this type of survey (Johnson 1995, 289). However, Johnsons argues that by distinguishing 
between moderate violence and severe violence and check how they are associated with 
controlling behavior, the intimate terrorist is also found in large scale surveys (Johnson and 
Leone 2005). What is highly unlikely is to identify the situational couple violence in shelters 
as only the most severe cases of violence are found in there. 
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Summing up Johnson’s argument both the feminist researchers and the family violence 
researchers are right and wrong at the same time. Both approaches have added valuable 
insights to understand the complexities of domestic violence. At the same time both 
approaches are wrong when they claim that their approach is able to exhaustively explain all 
forms of violence between intimates.  
2.7 Summing up  
The sociological research on domestic violence consists of two main perspectives; the family 
violence perspective and the feminist perspective. According to the family violence 
perspective violence is equally distributed between men and women, and several socio-
economic factors as unemployment, low educational attainment, and low income might 
increase the family members’ stress level, which might result in violence. The feminist 
researchers disagreed with this de-gendered understanding of domestic violence. According to 
them it is men’s violence against women which is of importance, which is explained by 
gender stratification and patriarchal structures in society. Johnson, in an attempt to breach the 
disagreement between the two perspectives proposed that the feminists studied what he called 
intimate terrorists, whereas the family violence researchers studies common couple violence. 
The different conclusions of the feminist and family violence perspective were caused by the 
different methods applied, and groups sampled. Kaukinen argued that what separates the two 
perspectives is how they understand socio-economic variables in relation to domestic 
violence. Both perspectives include variables like education, employment, and income, in 
order to explain the difference in prevalence of domestic violence in society; however, the 
feminists highlight the symbolic aspects of these variables, rather than their material 
consequences.   
Even though researchers belonging to the different perspectives at times have been fierce in 
their critique of the other perspective, the differences are not unsurmountable. Both Johnson’s 
typologies and Kaukinen’s understanding of the role of socio-economics have made important 
contributions to the theoretical field of domestic violence. Research on domestic violence 
needs to take into consideration the vast theoretical literature before offering further 
conclusions on causes of domestic violence. Even though the feminist perspective has 
received much criticism, the theoretical development on how gendered structures are 
associated with violence, makes it a theoretical perspective still widely applied. 
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Before reviewing the literature on research on domestic violence in Jordan some contextual 
characteristics about the Middle East and North Africa in general and Jordan and the 
Palestinians in particular will be presented. The development of theoretical perspectives in 
this chapter is mainly based on research conducted in a western context, whereas the focus of 
this thesis is violence against Palestinian women in Jordan - a non-western context. There 
might be contextual factors with the MENA and Jordan that renders the theoretical discussion 
from this chapter less relevant. In order to consider this properly, the next chapter will 
highlight the research on the patriarchal aspects of the MENA societies, in addition to some 
more general historical and demographic information about Jordan and the Palestinians in 
Jordan.  
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3 The Middle East and North Africa – the 
Violent Patriarchy?  
In the previous chapter I presented the existing theoretical debate on violence against women. 
The feminist perspective which despite its criticism is still widely applied is often regarded as 
the most relevant theoretical perspective in a Middle Eastern and North African context. This 
chapter looks specifically at the patriarchal structures of the Middle East and North Africa and 
how these relate to violence. After discussing patriarchy in the MENA in general, I turn to 
Jordan to review whether it can be said to be a typical case of a patriarchal society. The 
review of the Jordanian context also provides a general background to the Palestinian 
population in Jordan, who are the population in the surveys I will analyze.  
There are three reasons why the discussion on MENA’s patriarchal character is relevant in 
this thesis. First, as discussed in the previous chapter the feminist perspective view domestic 
violence as a result of men’s domination of women (i.e. patriarchy), and that most of the 
research that this theoretical assumption is derived from is conducted in a western setting. In 
order to investigate whether patriarchy can explain men’s violence against women in the 
Middle Eastern contextual information is needed. Contextual knowledge is of utmost 
importance when trying to explain social phenomena, as no social phenomena happens 
outside of its context. A thorough understanding of the context of a social phenomenon will 
reduce the chances for making misinterpretations. Geertz infamous example of how many 
possible interpretations there are of something as banal as a blink on an eye proves this point 
(Geertz 1973, 6). Second, Donald G. Dutton, a well-known researcher on violence from a 
psychological perspective writes that the feminist claim that patriarchy can explain the 
prevalence of domestic violence is faulty. However, he adds that the patriarchal perspective 
might be more useful in a very patriarchal setting (Dutton 2006). It is therefore useful to 
investigate whether the MENA and Jordan is such a patriarchal setting. Third, what the 
researchers actually mean when characterizing the MENA as patriarchal is important as it has 
both informed the research question, and will provide the discussion of the research findings 
with theoretical input.  
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3.1 Research on Patriarchy in the MENA  
There is a strong body of research on the patriarchal aspects of the societies in the MENA. 
Joseph (1996, 18) writes that the in the MENA patriarchy is a “social, economic, political, 
ideological, and psychological aspect of social and personal life”. Even though the MENA is 
a vast areas with differences in socio-economic development, most of the societies retain 
“rigid gender stratification systems”, both by laws and tradition that uphold the subordination 
of women (Kulczycki and Windle 2011, 1443). Halim Barakat writes that a patriarchal family 
structure, where the father is responsible for providing for the family and is the one with 
authority, characterizes the family in the MENA (Barakat 1993, 101). Patriarchal relations do 
not only exist in the family, but characterize the Arab economic, religious and political 
institutions. Cheryl A. Rubenberg also agrees that patriarchy is “highly appropriate” for 
understanding women’s position in society at the West Bank life (Rubenberg 2001, 12). The 
family therefore is rather like a miniature of the society (Barakat 1993, 118). Just as the father 
is the corner stone of the smaller, nuclear families, the family is the corner stone of society 
(Gabbay 2014, 68).  
Valentine Moghadam who places the MENA in the geographical “belt” of classical 
patriarchy, explains that here the senior man dominates everyone else in the family, including 
younger men (Moghadam 2004, 141-143). As the provider he stands alone on top of the 
pyramid of authority, and his authority is based on division of labor between the man and the 
woman. Men and women’s roles are not perceived as equal, but rather as complimentary. It is 
highly problematic for a man in a patriarchal society not to be able to provide materially for 
his family (Treacher 2003, 62, 68). Kandiyoti adds that in a classical patriarchy girls are 
married of at a very young age, to become a member of the household of the husband’s father 
(Kandiyoti 1988, 278). This general controlling behavior of men is seen as a very clear 
expression of patriarchal values (Dobash and Dobash 1980, 1988, Kandiyoti 1988, Yllö 1988, 
Yllö 2005). Familial-patriarchal attitudes are where the father’s main responsibility is to make 
all decisions. When it comes to marriage for example, electing a daughter’s future husband is 
important in the MENA. Marriage is both is a way of building relations between different 
families, and a way to control a girl’s sexuality - one of the central features of a patriarchal 
society. A general feature of the patriarchal MENA is relatively high birth rates. Because of 
the focus on male lineage and the daughters who enter into another family at marriage there is 
a preference for male sons. A son will also be a form for insurance for the parents, as opposed 
to a girl who leaves the family. Husbands are usually the ones insisting on having sons, as a 
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security for the future, and in practice this often means having at least two boys (Ahmed and 
Bould 2004, 1334). 
While this form of classical patriarchy is currently being challenged because of 
socioeconomic changes, it is not disappearing, but rather taking on a different form; what 
Sharabi calls “neo-patriarchy” (Moghadam 2004, 140). The neo-patriarchy, Sharabi argues, is 
the transformation of patriarchy in encounter with modernity and capitalism (Sharabi 1988). 
In the neo-patriarchy normative views of women and the family are often reinforced through 
the state and its law, and in the MENA the family laws reinforce and uphold a patriarchal 
contract (Moghadam 2004, 145-148). Moghadam claims that although the MENA consists of 
quite different regimes, neo-patriarchy is a useful umbrella term for these (Moghadam 2004, 
148). Even though the MENA is undergoing socio-economic changes the patriarchal gender 
contract still remains in place, she argues. 
One examples of this persisting patriarchy, or neo-patriarchy, could perhaps be the Gender 
Inequality Index
1
 from the UNDP Human Development Report. First of all the women’s labor 
force participation in the Arab states (2011) is 22. 8 per cent compared to 52.7 per cent in the 
countries in the countries with the highest quintile of the human development index. The 
female population in the Arab states (2006-2010) with secondary education or more was 31.8 
per cent compared to 84.7 per cent in the countries with the highest quintile of the human 
development index. 13 per cent of the seats in national parliaments (2012) are women, 
compared to 25 per cent in the countries in the countries with the highest quintile of the 
human development index. On economic opportunities the MENA countries scores 44.8 per 
cent (2012) compared to 80.1 per cent in Western Europe. On legal and social status the 
MENA scores 50.2 per cent compared to 89.2 per cent in Western Europe. How these 
statistics are measured can be problematized, but that is not the aim of this thesis. The point it 
serves is to position the area on a relative scale compared to the western world, and as we can 
see the MENA scores quite low on indicators relating to gender equality. The argument that 
the MENA and the Muslim word is patriarchal is also supported by a large quantitative study 
on attitudes among Muslims, where they found a “remarkably strong tendency of Muslims to 
support patriarchal values” (Alexander and Welzel 2011, 271). 
                                                 
1
 Available from: http://hdr.undp.org/en/statistics/gii 
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Jewkes et al. (2002, 1615) argue that the normative aspect of violence is often connected to 
the lack of sanctions against men who use violence, and that this violence is a sign of 
masculinity. It has been shown through research that positive attitudes regarding a husband 
beating his wife is predicted by a patriarchal society. Furthermore, feminist theory explains 
that a patriarchal society will maintain and pass on attitudes supportive of violence against 
women (Naved and Persson 2010, 835).  
3.2 Patriarchy and Violence 
Of scholarly writings on the patriarchy and its effect on actual violence (as opposed to 
attitudes on violence) between intimate partners, Muhammad Haj-Yahia has published quite 
extensively. On a general level he writes that the status of women is “extremely low” in the 
MENA (Haj-Yahja 1998b, 597). Haj-Yahia sees patriarchy as a well suited theoretical 
perspective for explaining men and women’s attitude toward violence, finding that in the 
West Bank, Lebanon, Israel, and Jordan, that patriarchal attitudes can explain men and 
women’s attitudes toward violence against women (Haj-Yahia 2003) (Haj-Yahja 1997) (HAJ-
YAHIA 1998) (Haj-Yahja 1998b) (Haj-Yahia 2002) (Haj-Yahia 2005). Other researchers 
agree that for example female Palestinians in the West Bank have very patriarchal attitudes, 
which again are used to legitimized violence against women (Dhaher et al. 2010, 530). 
Sugarman and Frankel (1996, 17) hypothesized that violent husbands would have more 
traditional gender attitudes, and Kurz (1989, 496) writes that marriage institutionalizes rigid 
gender roles and that the control which is given to the husband can result in violence. 
According to Garciá-Moreno (2002, 128) men raised in patriarchal families where traditional 
gender roles are the norm, are more likely to perpetrate violence.  
While some of the literature on the general patriarchal nature of the MENA societies was 
written quite a few years ago, patriarchal theory does not seem to have become outdated. In 
the recent book “Gender and Violence in Islamic Societies” many of the contributors argue 
that much of the violence in the MENA can be explained by patriarchal attitudes (Salhi 
2013a). Gender-based violence, which this book calls the violence for example between a 
husband and wife, is explained as perpetuated though culture and the patriarchal order (Salhi 
2013b, 34). Zahia Smail Salhi, the editor of the book writes that empowerment of women and 
dissolving of patriarchy will lead to less violence (Salhi 2013b, 42). According to David 
Ghanim (2013, 43) it is the patriarchy that “initiates, supports, and spreads violence in the 
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MENA societies”. These patriarchal structures generate violence which is difficult for both 
men and women to break free from. Where submissiveness of women and men’s supremacy 
is the rule, violence against women will spread and escalate (Ghanim 2013, 44). In fact, 
Ghanim (2013, 61) concludes that both men and women are left with little room for choice 
within the traditional and patriarchal gender structures, which implies that violence is a direct 
effect of patriarchy. Lastly, Fatma Zohra Mebtouche Nedjai (2013, 216) argues along the 
same line, that violence in an Algerian context is “a manifestation of historically unequal 
power relations between men and women”, and can be attributed to patriarchy, culture, and 
Islamic fundamentalism. 
3.3 Patriarchy and Jordan 
This chapter has so far presented and explained how a number of researchers on the MENA 
underline the patriarchal nature of the societies in the MENA. Moghadam and others 
acknowledge that there are regional differences to how the patriarchal structures play out, and 
that these differences are important to highlight in order to avoid crude generalizations (Salhi 
2013a). This thesis studies the specific case of Jordan. In the remainder of the chapter, I will 
therefore present some contextual information about Jordanian society, and especially the 
Palestinian population. Then I will conclude by reviewing whether Jordan can be said to be a 
typical case of MENA.-patriarchy as explained here.  
Situated in the Levant in the Middle East, The Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan has had a close 
relationship to the neighboring Palestine ever since its conception. The borders of Jordan were 
drawn when the land fell under the British in 1922 after the infamous Sykes-Picot agreement. 
It bordered then what the British Mandate for Palestine, and today is Israel and the Occupied 
West Bank. Today, over 80 per cent of Jordan is desert or semi-desert. Some rain falls in the 
Western part of the country and this is where most of the population lives. Major cities there 
are Amman, Zarqa and Irbid, all situated within governorates of the same name (Ryan 2007, 
299-300). After the 1948 war with Israel, Jordan controlled what is today the Occupied West 
Bank and was almost economically self-sufficient. With the loss of this area which stood for 
75 per cent of the country’s income, the economic situation set out on a more unsecure course 
(Ryan 2007). While Ryan (2007) classifies the country as relatively poor, the World Bank 
rates it as an “upper middle-income country” (World Bank 2004) along with countries such as 
Hungary, Romania, and Brazil.  
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1967 did not only mean a loss of land to Jordan, but a huge stream of refugees from the West 
Bank in addition to those who had come in 1948. According to Chatty and Hundt (2005, 11) 
the official number of registered Palestinian refugees in Jordan in 2005 was 1.6 million, 
accounting for 32 per cent of the population. However the categorization of Palestinian 
refugees in Jordan is a complex issue and this number does not account for all of them. The 
exact number of Jordanians who are of Palestinian origin is a politically sensitive issue 
(Chatty and Hundt 2005, 22) and no exact number exists, but they are estimated to make up 
more than half of the population (Ryan 2007, 300).  
According to Ryan (2007, 300) there is in theory no difference between the Jordanians and 
Palestinians who hold a Jordanian citizenship, however most government positions are held 
by the former group. Furthermore, according to Minority Rights Group International (MRGI 
NY) Palestinians are discriminated against in the University system and in employment.  
An estimated fourth of the Palestinians living in Jordan still live in UNWRA (United Nations 
Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East) camps. The Palestinians 
who settled there became a new Jordanian underclass (Kimmerling and Migdal 2003, 222)- 
While this does not hold for all Palestinians, the ones living in camps generally live in poor 
conditions (Farah 2005, 93, Gandolfo 2012, 160). Of the total 13 Palestinian refugee camps in 
Jordan, there are 10 so-called official camps run by UNWRA. Some of the major problems in 
these, as reported by the UN-agencies are: high unemployment, poverty, overcrowding, poor 
housing and health facilities, marriage between relatives, high divorce rates, marriage at an 
early age (UNRWA NY). In two very recent living condition surveys of the Palestinian 
refugees in Jordan conducted by Fafo Applied International Studies, on which this thesis is 
based, the overarching finding is despite the increasing standard in living conditions among 
the refugee population many challenges still exist. Especially the refugee population inside 
the camps experience worse living conditions compared to both the average Jordanian and the 
refugees outside the camps. The camp dwellers have significantly lower education attainment, 
lower income, worse housing conditions, and worse perceived health, to mention some of the 
indicators.       
In terms of Jordan as a patriarchal society Haj-Yahia argues that it is characterized by a strong 
patriarchal system where women both publicly and privately are treated as inferior and 
subdued (Haj-Yahia 2005, 547). A child born to a Palestinian mother with Jordanian father is 
given citizenship automatically, however if the mother is Jordanian and the father is not, there 
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is no such rule. The link to the land goes through the father (Gandolfo 2012, 53). Gandolfo 
argues that even if “it is indisputable that patriarchy is a key component in the state system” 
religion is also extremely important in maintaining patriarchal structures as one has to be part 
of a “male-defined kin group” to be a part of any religious sect, and with reference to Islam a 
child is considered to belong to the father as opposed to the mother (Gandolfo 2012, 53-55). 
Amawi (Amawi 2000, 177) argues that a clear bias can be seen “in the provisions of laws that 
regulate the workplace and social benefits”. Women do not do well on the labor market where 
they have low-paid jobs and no help for when they have children in effect making them 
responsible for child rearing which further marginalizes them in the family and the society 
(Amawi 2000, 179). 
Regarding laws on domestic violence in Jordan, beating is in theory illegal and punishable, 
however the law also stipulates that a woman should obey her husband. In cases of divorce, 
the woman is entitled to alimony if she has been beaten which grants the right to separation, 
but if she leaves the marriage without such a legal reason she does not receive anything. 
Attempted reports on battering are often dismissed (unless very severe) because they are 
treated by the police as a “family matter”. In shari’a the husband has the right to beat his wife 
if she disobeys him continuously (Amawi 2000, 174-175). More strikingly patriarchal is 
perhaps the law regarding honor killings which can partially or completely exonerate a man 
who ”discovers his wife or one of his female relatives committing adultery and kills, wounds 
or injures” the woman or indecently the other party (Jordanian Penal Code 1960, art. 340. no. 
16 cited in Amawi 2000, 175) this does not work the other way around for women (Amawi 
2000, 175).  
Honor killings which are arguably the clearest expression of patriarchal structures (Eisner and 
Ghuneim 2013, 406) have the highest rate per capita in Jordan (Kulczycki and Windle 2011, 
68). Several researchers argue that the foundation for honor killings is found in the legal 
codes where perpetrators are given both exemption and reduction of penalty (Kulczycki and 
Windle 2011, 80) (Elakkary et al. 2014, 80). Having such laws in the legal code is not an 
exception for Jordan, on the contrary such laws as found in the majority of Arab countries 
(Kulczycki and Windle 2011, 73). While honor killings are not the subject of this thesis which 
focuses on non-lethal violence their presence in Jordan serves to illustrate the country’s 
patriarchal nature.  
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3.4 Summing up 
In this chapter we have explored how the patriarchal structures are embedded in the society in 
the Middle East and North Africa. The patriarchal structures are associated in research with a 
high prevalence of violence and more positive attitudes toward violence. As part of the 
MENA region, Jordan is no exception and as I will show in the next chapter, experiences both 
high rates of violence against women as well as very high acceptance of the use of violence 
against women. 
 
Map 1. Map of Jordan, showing Palestinian Refugee Camps 
 
(Adapted from Tiltnes and Huafeng 2013). 
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4 Violence against Women in Jordan  
The previous chapter presented some literature on the patriarchal structure in the MENA and 
Jordan and its connection to violence. This chapter looks specifically at the existing research 
on violence against women in Jordan, focusing both on attitudes toward violence and actual 
violence. 
The main research question is to investigate whether patriarchal theory can explain the high 
prevalence of violence among the Palestinians in Jordan. The overarching aim in this chapter 
is to see how previous studies on violence and attitudes toward violence, in Jordan have 
explained how the patriarchal structures of the Jordanian society is associated with men’s 
violence against women. It will also provide an overview of existing literature. In this chapter 
I will review the research conducted in Jordan on violence against women, and the research 
on attitudes toward violence against women in a total of 27 articles and three DHS’ in Jordan.   
The empirical research on domestic violence in Jordan is substantial compared to research in 
many other countries in the Middle East and North African. Still, the actual number of studies 
conducted is rather limited. Empirical studies on attitudes toward violence against women are 
included in this review. Even if these studies do not contribute towards explaining how 
patriarchy is associated with violence per ce, attitudes toward violence is perceived as a proxy 
toward explaining actual use of violence (Jasinski, Williams, and Finkelhor 1998, 5). And it is 
assumed that studying the norms condoning violence may provide important information 
toward explaining why men beat women (Khawaja, Linos, and El-Roueiheb 2008, 212).     
All in all I have reviewed three Demography and Health Surveys as well as 27 articles. Of 
these some are nationally representative; some are representative for certain sub-groups, and 
some offer only non-generalizable examples. The three DHS’ (from years 2002, 2007, and 
2012), Linos and Khawaja (2010) who base their study on the DHS of 2002, Al-Badayneh 
(2012), and Al-Matalka and Hussainat (2013) have all sampled representatively on a national 
scale. However, all three DHS’ and Linos and Khawaja only look at women, the DHS from 
2002 and 2007 have not included Palestinians in camp, and Al-Matalka and Hussainat have 
sampled only youth. It is only Al-Badayneh (2012) who has sampled both men and women on 
a national scale. There are also three articles that present data based on randomly selected 
samples and is representative, but only for sub-groups of the population. The first sub-group 
is Palestinians inside refugee camps (Khawaja 2004, Khawaja and Barazi 2005), and the 
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second group is women in the Southern region of Jordan (Hamdan-Mansour et al. 2011). In 
addition to this there are 19 articles which are non-representative. The fact that they use non-
randomized samples limits the use of the prevalence estimates offered (both of actual violence 
and attitudes toward violence) however as they all investigate causes of violence and attitudes 
they still offer insights into what researchers investigate, and have found, when trying to 
understand violence in Jordan. 
The review of the literature on violence against women, and attitudes toward women has 
exhibited that the patriarchal perspective best explains why men beat women in Jordan.  The 
patriarchal perspective which is an integral part of the feminist perspective argue that men’s 
violence against women is a way of preserving stratified gender roles, with the dominant man 
on top and the submissive women underneath. 
This chapter is divided in three parts, first I review the prevalence of violence and the 
variables that are significantly associated with this violence, and then I review the prevalence 
of attitudes toward violence and the variables that are significantly associated with positive 
attitudes. Finally, I offer a brief review of the qualitative data material on violence against 
women in Jordan. As the dependent variable in this thesis is physical violence, the review 
limits itself to the account of the estimates on physical violence and the various associations 
explored in relation to physical violence in the research field. This does not denote that for 
example psychological violence or emotional violence are not important, they are however 
beyond the scope of this thesis. 
4.1 Physical violence – Prevalence  
The DHS’ from 2007 and 2012 and 16 articles, report on the prevalence of domestic violence. 
The only prevalence estimates of violence against women in Jordan that are nationally 
representative are the DHS from 2007 and 2012, and Al-Badayneh (2012). There is also 
representative data from two of the sub-groups. The first sub-group is Palestinians inside 
refugee camps (Khawaja and Barazi 2005), and the second group is women in the Southern 
region of Jordan (Hamdan-Mansour et al. 2011). The other prevalence estimates are based on 
small, non-representative convenience samples from health clinics.   
The two DHS’ studies report that 32.3 per cent (2007) and 33.9 per cent (2012) of the 
Jordanian women have experienced physical violence since the age of 15. The number of 
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women who have ever experienced violence by husband (current or former) is 20.6 per cent 
(2007) and 21.1 per cent (2012). These two estimates are as we see very consistent. The DHS 
(2012) also reports of prevalence experience with violence perpetrated by the husband 
(current of former) among Palestinian women inside refugee camps, a very relevant group for 
this thesis. The prevalence estimate is 30.3 per cent – over 10 per cent higher than outside the 
camps. The last nationally representative survey (Al-Badayneh 2012) reports of a prevalence 
rate of 98 per cent, however as this estimate includes women who have experienced and 
witnessed violence against women, the estimate is not comparable. 
While the prevalence estimates in the two DHS’ were consistent, those the two sub-groups 
vary greatly. 19.6 per cent of the women in the South report of physical violence without 
specifying the perpetrator (ref.), whereas 42.5 per cent of the Palestinian women report that 
they have been beaten by their current husband, and 48.9 per cent of the Palestinian men 
report that they have beaten their current wife (Khawaja and Barazi 2005).  
The estimates of physical violence from the remaining non-representative data have large 
variations. Four studies based on samples of women in various health centers report that 
respectively 19.6 per cent, 31.2 per cent, 31 per cent, and 29 per cent of the women have 
experienced physical violence (Al-Nsour, Khawaja, and Al-Kayyali 2009, Clark et al. 2009, 
Clark et al. 2008, Clark et al. 2010). Two studies of violence during pregnancy report that 
10.4 per cent and 15.4 per cent of women have experienced physical violence (Clark et al. 
2009, Oweis, Gharaibeh, and Alhourani 2010). One study of pregnant Bedouin women in the 
North reports that 34.7 per cent have experienced physical violence (Okour and Badarneh 
2011). And lastly, one study of Palestinian women attending an UNRWA health center 
reports that 43 per cent of the women had experienced violence (Al-Modallal 2012). 
Although the estimates of prevalence from the non-representative studies do not serve for 
comparison, they are included here as part of the picture of research from Jordan, often 
referred to, and are also part of exploring the proposed etiology of violence against women in 
Jordan. Comparison is not relevant because sample variations can give significant variations 
for the result (McHugh and Frieze 2006, 129), various definitions of violence makes 
comparisons difficult (Boy and Kulczycki 2008, 57, Ellsberg 2005, 27), and the timeframe for 
when the violence was experienced obviously effect the estimates (Jewkes, Levin, and Penn-
Kekana 2002). 
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4.1.1 Physical Violence – Characteristics of Perpetrator and Victim 
Several characteristics of the perpetrator and victim are explored in the literature from Jordan.  
The DHS (2012) found that divorced women experience about twice as much violence as 
married women. Less empowered women are more abused than empowered women, women 
with lower education are more abused then women with higher education, urban women are 
more beaten then rural women (however this was not the case in the 2007 DHS), women from 
poor households are subjected to more violence, unemployed women are more likely to have 
experienced violence, and lastly women from refugee camps are more likely to have been 
beaten then other women (no data on refugee camps in the 2007 survey). All of these findings 
are however resulting from cross tabulations, without control variables. Therefore, they may 
be spurious. The exceptions are one article based on the 2007 DHS, which shows that women 
who participate in financial decision-makings have lower odds for experiencing violence 
(Akilova and Marti 2014), and that women with low education have higher risk for 
experiencing violence (Al-Badayneh 2012). No statistical associations were explored in the 
sub-group of Palestinians in camp as it was only a short report, however in the study of 
women in the South, the women without any education had a higher risk of abuse (Hamdan-
Mansour et al. 2011, 270). 
Among the non-representative studies several significant associations were found. Clark, Hill 
et al. (2009) and Al-Nsour, Khawaja, and Al-Kayyali et al. (2009) found that urban women 
are more often beaten than rural women. Oweis, Gharaibeh, and Alhourani found that 
pregnant women who were unhappy with their income were beaten more (2010, 442). Clark, 
Hill et al. (2009) found that exposure to violence in the childhood heightened the risk for 
experiencing violence. Oweis Gharaibeh, and Alhourani (2010) found that employed men 
more often perpetrate violence than unemployed men. Clark et al. (2010) found that living 
together with the extended family of the husband was associated with a higher risk of 
violence, however only among those who reported negative interference by the extended 
family. Clark, Hill et al. (2009) and Okour and Badarneh (2011) found that both attitudes 
which were supportive of a women’s duty to obey her husband, and a husband’s attitudes 
toward favoring a son were significantly associated with higher level of violence. Oweis, 
Gharaibeh, and Alhourani (2010, 441) found that women with an unplanned pregnancy, as 
well as women who perceived that their husband had violent attributes, experience more 
violence. Finally, Clark, Hill et al. (2009) found that the husband’s use of alcohol increased 
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the chances for perpetrating domestic violence. A similar finding was reported in the 
representative study of Al-Badayneh (2012). 
The results from these studies are not very consistent when it comes to explaining how 
different variables (patriarchal, socioeconomic, and other) affect the risk of experiencing 
violence and the risk of perpetrating violence, for women and men respectively. Many of the 
explored variables produce results which at times are statistically significant, but other times 
are not. This lack of consistent results has led the majority of the researchers to conclude that 
much of the violence against women can be explained by a patriarchal society . For example, 
Oweis et al. (2010, 443) claim the violence  has “socio-cultural roots,” Khawaja and Barazi 
(2005, 840) write that patriarchal gender relation may explain why so many men perpetrate 
violence, and Al-Badayneh expresses a firm belief that patriarchy is the root cause for men’s 
violence against women in Jordan when he write that “violence against women is prevailing 
among all men social status [sic.], regardless of their education or socio-economic levels” 
(Al-Badayneh 2012, 375). These explanations differ from a family violence perspective where 
violence are expected to follow a clear socioeconomic pattern. The evidence based on these 
studies so far underlines that patriarchal theory has strong explanatory power in the Jordanian 
context. This is in keeping with Dutton’s assumption that while the feminists’ claim that 
patriarchy explains violence is faulty in a Western setting, it might hold true in a very 
patriarchal setting. 
Even though most of the articles prefer patriarchal theory when explaining men’s violence in 
a Jordanian context there are also studies that resonate more with a family violence 
perspective where gender is but one explanatory variable. For example Clark et al. (2010) 
write that in order to understand violence against women is it necessary to look beyond the 
husband as the perpetrator of violence. Clark, Hill et al. (2009) and Hamdan-Mansour et al. 
(2011) find that women’s education is the most important protective force against family 
violence. Akilova and Marti (2013) on the other hand find that financial empowerment of 
women is the most important protective force against violence. While most of the findings in 
these studies are relatively similar to the above-mentioned findings they refrain from 
positioning their studies in relation to a larger theoretical body, like patriarchal theory. 
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4.2 Attitudes Toward Violence – Prevalence 
The three DHS’ and most of the articles find a strong tendency among both men and women 
to justify violence against women in Jordan. The nationally representative prevalence 
estimates of attitudes toward violence against women in Jordan are the DHS’ from 2002, 
2007 and 2012, Linos and Khawaja (2010)  which is based on the DHS 2002, Al-Badayneh 
(2012), and Al-Matalka and Hussainat (2013).  The highest percentage of acceptance of 
violence against women is found in the DHS from 2007, where 90 per cent of the women 
agree that there are justifiable reasons for a man to beat his wife. In the DHS from 2002 the 
number was 87.5 per cent and in 2012 it had gone down to 70 per cent. Al-Badayneh (2012)  
reports of similar numbers where 72 per cent of the women accept that the husband use force 
against any member of the family. 
In addition there is representative data on Palestinians inside refugee camps which shows that 
60.1 per cent of the men and 61.8 per cent of the women considers wife beating to sometimes 
be acceptable (Khawaja, Linos, and El-Roueiheb 2008). The other prevalence estimates are 
based on small, non-representative convenience samples. 
The support for violence against women in the non-representative studies is relatively 
consistent and high. Haj-Yahia (2002, 268) reports that 68.5 per cent of Jordanian women 
support wife beating if “she doesn’t respect her husband’s parents or siblings”. The number is 
slightly higher for Jordanian men where 70.2 per cent support wife beating for the same 
reason (Haj-Yahia 2005). Clark (2009) found that 73 per cent of a sample of pregnant women 
could justify violence against women, whereas the lowest estimate is reported by Al-Nsour, 
Khawadja, and Al-Kayyali (2009) where “only” one-third of the women in health clinics 
accepted wife beating. 
4.2.1 Attitude Towards Violence – Characteristics of Perpetrator and 
Victim 
Much of the research on domestic violence in Jordan centers on the normative aspect of 
violence. Especially Haj-Yahja has been leading in arguing that attitudes can explain why 
violence against women is so prevalent in the MENA (Haj-Yahja 1997, 1998a, b, Haj-Yahia 
2000, Haj-Yahia 2002, Haj-Yahia 2005). Safadi et al. (2013, 782) underline how violence is 
understood as a disciplining force. Al-Matalka and Hussainat  (2013, 199) write that violence 
is used to educate women, and a sign of masculinity. Other researchers argue that the 
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patriarchal aspects of the culture maintain the level of violence (Okour and Badarneh 2011, 
1857)  (Morse et al. 2012, 24) (Khawaja, Linos, and El-Roueiheb 2008, 215) (Al-Badayneh 
2012, 375-6). 
Several characteristics of men and women supportive towards violence against women are 
explored in the literature from Jordan. The DHS’ found that the women who were the most 
positive toward violence were young, living in rural areas, unemployed, had little education, 
and had little decision power in the marriage. The patterns were approximately the same in 
both the 2007 and 2012 DHS, except that in 2012 rural women were not more positive toward 
wife beating. In 2012 a wealth index was added which revealed that positive attitudes toward 
wife beating was more prevalent among the poorer groups. None of these characteristics are 
however controlled for anything and the results may be spurious (Skog 2004: 44, 107).  
Among the controlled results, Linos and Khawaja (2010) found, based on the DHS from 2002 
that there is a statistical association between women’s low decision-making power, low 
educational attainment, unemployment, and increased support of violence. 
The data on randomly selected men in refugee camps, revealed that men who were un-
supportive of women’s autonomy, who were unemployed, had low income, and who had 
perpetrated violence against their wife previously were significantly more likely to support 
wife beating. The only significant variable among the female camp dwellers however, was 
their history of being beaten (Khawaja, Linos, and El-Roueiheb 2008). These findings are 
highly relevant in comparison with the results from the analysis in this chapter, and will be 
discussed later. 
From the non-representative studies Khawaja (2004) found that younger men and women in 
Palestinian refugee camps were more positive toward violence than older camp dwellers. 
Whereas Haj-Yahia (2002, 2005) found that both older women and older men were more 
positive toward violence than younger people. In the same studies he found that low 
education, unemployment, chauvinist attitudes toward women, and familiar patriarchal beliefs 
were significantly associated with positive attitudes toward violence among both men and 
women. Lastly, Haj-Yahia (2005) found that living in refugee camps and rural areas was 
significantly associated with positive attitudes toward violence among men. 
The importance of patriarchal theory for understanding Jordanian men and women’s attitudes 
regarding violence against women is underlined in a majority of the articles. The authors 
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either explicitly state that they based their analysis on this theoretical perspective (Haj-Yahia 
2002, Btoush and Haj-Yahia 2008, Haj-Yahia 2005), or they refer to patriarchal theory more 
implicitly like Khawaja et al. (Khawaja, Linos, and El-Roueiheb 2008, 212, Al-Nsour, 
Khawaja, and Al-Kayyali 2009, Khawaja and Barazi 2005, Linos, Khawaja, and Al-Nsour 
2010). 
4.3 Qualitative Studies 
Before concluding this chapter I will briefly review the qualitative studies on violence against 
women in Jordan, to further motivate the hypotheses which follow in next chapter. The 
qualitative articles tell a slightly different, but related, story of the etiology of violence against 
women. The qualitative interview to a much greater extent allows the researchers to account 
for the interviewee’s “detailed accounts of the pain and fear that filled their lives”, as Dobash 
and Dobash wrote (1980, 1). This review will not go into details of the Jordanian women’s 
accounts of the abuse they have suffered, but rather focus on the proposed causes. Morse et al. 
(2012, 22) write that the women they interviewed told stories of how unmet gender role 
expectations resulted in violence. Men that were unemployed took out the shame of not 
providing for his family in violent ways, and women with better education than their 
husbands were harassed and accused of damaging the husbands’ pride. The women explained 
the violence as a consequence of social norms and religious beliefs (Morse et al. 2012, 24). 
The extended family was also involved in the abuse, particularly the mother-in-law and sister-
in-law. 
Safadi et al. (2013, 781) describe women who have witnessed their own mother being abused 
by their father, and later experiencing severe violence themselves. The women were 
discriminated against when they were young, and forced to marry early with men they did not 
choose. And similar to Morse et al. (2012) the women described strict gender roles and 
expectations from relatives of the husband. The violence that the women experienced was a 
story of escalating violence, and a community which know of the violence but did nothing to 
prevent it (Safadi et al. 2013, 783).. Gharaibeh and Oweis (2009) wanted to investigate why 
Jordanian women stayed in abusive relationships, and what they found was that the women 
lacked the empowerment to break out, and were bound tightly to an abusive husband by 
cultural rules and traditions. This finding resonates with another study by Oweis, Gharaibeh et 
al. (2009) which is filled with stories of suffering caused by abuse, normalization and 
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toleration of abuse, and limited possibilities to break out due to strict social and traditional 
codes of behavior. 
4.4  Concluding Remarks 
The research on domestic violence in Jordan is in this sense consistent with the well-
established research tradition on the more general patriarchal structures of the Arab and 
Islamic societies, as discussed in chapter three. Jordan experiences extremely high rates of 
violence against women, and this violence is associated with positive attitudes toward 
violence and negative attitudes toward women’s autonomy. 
The feminist perspective which underlines that men’s violence against women must be 
understood in light of patriarchal theory resonates well with the overall evidence from the 
research filed in Jordan as 19 out of the 25 articles (not counting the three DHS) argue that 
patriarchy contributes toward explaining the high prevalence of violence in Jordan. 
Socioeconomic variables contribute toward explaining some of the variation within the 
population however the socioeconomic variables cannot be correctly interpreted without 
taking into consideration the patriarchal structures of the Jordanian society. 
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5 Hypotheses: Investigating Patriarchy 
Having explored the different theoretical perspectives on violence against women in general, 
and specifically patriarchy in the Middle East and North Africa, as well as reviewing previous 
research from Jordan, we now turn to the hypotheses of this thesis. 
The first research question (RQ1) asks if the feminist perspective with patriarchy as the core 
theoretical concept explain why Palestinian men in Jordan beat their wives. Based on the 
review of existing research, this seems like a valid hypothesis. The next step of the thesis is to 
formulate hypotheses from a feminist perspective in order to test if patriarchal theory 
contributes to our understanding of violence perpetrated by Palestinian men living both inside 
and outside refugee camps. The second research question (RQ2) asks if the analytical 
distinction between moderate and severe forms of violence provides further evidence for the 
explanatory force of patriarchal theory in Jordan. From the review of the literature on violence 
against women it is clear that this analytical distinction between moderate and severe violence 
has never been tested before in a Jordanian context. The following step is therefore to form a 
hypothesis on how this analytical distinction contributes to the understanding of the etiology 
of violence against women. All the hypotheses will be tested both inside and outside camp. 
5.1 RQ1: The Explanatory Power of Patriarchy 
The following hypotheses have been formulated to test whether patriarchal theory can explain 
the prevalence of violence in the sample. 
5.1.1 Attitudes Toward Women’s Autonomy 
Research on violence against women according to the feminist perspective argues that 
patriarchal attitudes and violence are associated. As explained in the chapter on patriarchy in 
the MENA, violent husbands have more traditional gender attitudes. Violence can result 
through the control the husband receives and the rigid gender roles institutionalized by 
marriage. Men raised in patriarchal families with traditional gender norms are more likely to 
perpetrate violence. As we saw from chapter four, these assumptions enjoy clear empirical 
support in the Jordanian context. Researchers agree that men’s power, control, and 
dominance, as well as women’s sub-ordinance, can explain men’s violence toward women 
(Al-Modallal 2012, 404) (Oweis, Gharaibeh, and Alhourani 2010, 443) (Gharaibeh and Oweis 
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2009) (Safadi et al. 2013, 783) (Al-Nsour, Khawaja, and Al-Kayyali 2009, 573) (Al-
Badayneh 2012, 377) (Morse et al. 2012) (Haj-Yahia 2002, 209) (Linos, Khawaja, and Al-
Nsour 2010). Women who transgress traditional gender roles, and challenge male authority 
and dominance are subjected to more violence. Based on these theoretical and empirical 
works two hypotheses are formulated, one for men and one for women: 
H1a) Men with conservative attitudes toward women’s autonomy will perpetrate more 
violence than men with liberal attitudes toward women’s autonomy.  
H1b) Women with conservative attitudes toward women’s autonomy will be subjected to less 
violence than women with liberal attitudes toward women’s autonomy. 
5.1.2 Freedom of Movement 
The next hypothesis investigates whether women whose movements are restricted are more at 
risk of experiencing violence. Men’s controlling behaviors are regarded as one of the clearest 
expression of patriarchal attitudes. Descriptive statistics in the Jordanian Demography and 
Health Surveys (DHS) from 2007 and 2012 indicated that women with little decision-making 
power in the family experience more violence than women high decision-making power. 
Women whose movements are restricted are not expected to have much decision-making 
power in the family. Based on these factors it is hypothesized that: 
H2) Women whose movement is restricted will experience more violence than women 
whose movement is not restricted.  
5.1.3 Attitudes Toward a Girl’s Choice of Spouse 
The first two hypotheses (H1a and H1b) investigate men and women’s general attitudes 
toward women’s autonomy based on nine questions about what a woman can and cannot do. 
In order to further investigate men’s level of patriarchal attitudes a hypothesis is formulated, 
investigating men’s attitudes regarding who should choose a girl’s husband. This hypothesis 
arguably isolates more specifically those men who hold familial-patriarchal attitudes, and 
reflects the patriarchal importance of marriage in the MENA. Based on these contextual 
factors it is hypothesized that:  
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H3) Men who believe that the family should elect a girl’s future husband will perpetrate 
more violence than men who believe that the girl should make the decision herself.  
5.1.4 Attitudes Towards Violence 
Attitudes toward violence against women play an important role in research on domestic 
violence, as we saw from the research field in Jordan. Positive attitudes toward violence are 
seen as a signifier of a patriarchal society. Because of the understanding of violence in a 
patriarchal society as something normatively tolerable, violence persists. Based on these 
theoretical and empirical works it is hypothesized that: 
H4) Men with positive attitudes toward the use of violence against women will more often 
be perpetrators of violence than men who are negative toward the use of violence against 
women.  
5.1.5 Education 
None of the studies from Jordan on men’s violence against women have found a statistically 
significant association between men’s education and violence. In contrast, men’s education is 
consistently associated with the risk of perpetrating violence in international research on 
domestic violence (Hotaling and Sugarman 1986). Oweis, Gharaibeh, and Alhourani (2010, 
443) argued that men’s violence in Jordan does not follow a socioeconomic pattern, it is 
instead deeply imbedded in the sociocultural fabric of the Jordanian society; a fact that has 
been highlighted by other researchers, among others Al-Matalka and Hussainat (2013, 199). 
Therefore, men’s education is a variable which offers a unique chance to test whether 
violence penetrates all layers of the Jordanian society, which would be expected from the 
previous studies conducted there.  
Regarding women’s education the findings from the literature review on violence in Jordan 
showed that women with higher education have lower risk of experiencing violence. One 
mechanism proposed by Linos, Khawaja, and  Al-Nsour (2010, 417) was that women with 
higher education are exposed to more “egalitarian ideas” and therefore challenge the violence. 
Research in other contexts has suggested that women’s empowerment, larger social networks, 
and increased self-esteem may explain the protective force of education (Jewkes, Levin, and 
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Penn-Kekana 2002, 1612). Based on the theoretical assumptions and the empirical evidence 
the following two hypotheses are formulated:   
H5a) Men with higher education perpetrate the same amount of violence as men with lower 
education. 
H5b) Women with higher education are subjected to less violence than women with lower 
education.  
5.1.6 Employment 
Men’s employment status is expected to be associated with violence based on several findings 
from the previous chapters, both theoretical and empirical. According to theory, the 
patriarchal man’s primary responsibility is to provide for his family. Most unemployed men 
will probably struggle to provide for his family, and will as a consequence struggle to fulfill 
his obligations as the patriarchal provider of their family. Employment and salary is in this 
sense associated not only with the material aspect, but also with the symbolic aspect of being 
the provider. Unemployed men in a patriarchal culture therefore run the risk of feeling de-
masculinized. In order to restore the hierarchical gender structure the men may use violence 
as a means to reestablish this dominance.  
The opposite mechanism should therefore play out for women. In a patriarchal culture like the 
Jordanian society where female employment is low (even more so among Palestinian 
women), a women’s employment might pose a threat to the patriarchal, hierarchal gender 
order. The family violence researchers on the other hand argue that employment offers 
women financial autonomy, and as a consequence protects her from violence. Furthermore, 
Vyas and Watts (2009, 22) argue that contextual factors determine whether financial 
empowerment is protective or a risk. Although the DHS’ 2007 and 2012 do indeed indicate 
that employment might in fact be protective for women, these are only descriptive statistics 
and furthermore include non-Palestinian women who have a relatively much higher 
employment rate. Based therefore on the patriarchal characteristics of Jordan I hypothesize 
that:  
H6a) Unemployed men perpetrate more violence than men who are employed. 
H6b) Women who are employed are subjected to more violence than unemployed women.   
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5.2 RQ2: Moderate and Severe Violence 
In addition to the patriarchal hypotheses above, one additional hypothesis is formulated to 
investigate Johnson’s theoretical contribution to the research field on domestic violence in a 
North American context. Johnson’s argument as discussed in chapter two was that when 
distinguishing analytically between moderate and severe violence, it became clear that men 
who perpetrated severe violence had different characteristics then men who perpetrated 
moderate violence. Despite this distinctions’ influence on the field of gender violence in the 
west, this distinction has not yet been applied to the study of violence against women in 
MENA, including Jordan. As most researchers in the field agree that there are important 
differences between different types of violence, it is reasonable to assume that such a 
distinction can be fruitful in understanding further the dynamics of gender violence in Jordan. 
How these differences play out however, is difficult to hypothesize as this distinction has not 
been tested in the region previously. Therefore, I hypothesize that  
H7) The etiology of moderate violence will differ from that of severe violence.     
 
36 
 
6 Research Design and Method 
In this chapter, I will present the design of the analysis used in order to investigate the 
hypotheses presented in the previous chapter. I present the dataset, the sampling procedures 
and the dependent and independent variables used in this study. I also give a brief description 
of logistic regression analysis, which is the most commonly used research design when 
dealing with a dichotomous dependent variable. Most importantly, I discuss the strengths and 
limitations of the sampling process of a sensitive social phenomenon like violence against 
women, in relation to generalizability and ethical considerations. It is important to underline 
that the intention of the two research questions in this thesis is to look for patterns, or 
associations in the data sets, and not to identify causal mechanisms. The aim in this thesis is 
to explore whether patriarchal attitudes are associated with violence, and whether the 
analytical distinction between moderate and severe violence contributes toward explaining 
this association.    
6.1 The Datasets 
The data analyzed in this thesis comes from two parallel living condition surveys conducted 
by Fafo Institute for Applied International Studies (AIS) in 2011 and 2012
2
. Identical 
questionnaires were used inside and outside the camps in order to allow for direct comparison 
of the data (Tiltnes and Huafeng 2013, 20). The instrument consists of a household 
questionnaire and a randomly selected individual (RSI) questionnaire.  
The household questionnaire collected a wide variety of data. The target of the household 
questionnaire was to gather information of the overall condition of the household, in addition 
to basic information about all household members. There were questions on dwelling 
standards, residential area information, income, gender, age, civil status, use of health 
services, employment, etc.  
The RSI was given to a randomly selected individual aged over 15 who lives one day a week 
or more with the household. Data on attitudes and perceptions like satisfaction with health 
                                                 
2
 More information about the surveys, including detailed information about the sampling procedures, the 
clusters, and calculation of the weights can be obtained in Tiltnes and Huafeng 2013.  
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and education services, labor force participation, feeling of safety in neighborhood and 
attitudes toward women, etc. was collected. The questions regarding domestic violence is 
found in the RSI. The RSI-participant was chosen by the interviewer with the help of a so-
called kish –table, designed to ensure that a random sample is drawn3. For more information 
about the camp sample see Tiltnes and Huafeng (2013: 20-22) 
The definition of a Palestinian refugee household used in this survey is a household with at 
least one person that identifies himself or herself as a Palestinian refugee or displaced, i.e. 
either a refugee from 1948, a displaced from 1967, a 1948 refugee that was subsequently 
displaced in 1967 or a Gaza refugee. In line with conventional definitions descendants of such 
persons in the male line are also considered refugees or displaced (Tiltnes and Huafeng 2013).  
6.2 Sampling 
6.2.1 Outside the Camps 
The intention of Fafo was first to capture a representative sample of all Palestinian refugee 
households outside the 13 Palestinian refugee camps in Jordan. For economic reasons it was 
decided to concentrate on the governorates of Amman, Zarqa, and Irbid, where approximately 
85 per cent of all the Palestinian refugees in live, instead of a complete representative sample. 
Random samples were drawn from each of the three governorates, Amman, Zarqa, and Irbid. 
The target of 1350 households in each governorate was missed by 199 households in Zarqa, 
116 households in Irbid, and 7 households in Amman. Despite the missing households, Fafo 
concluded that the results are sufficient to produce reliable statistics on all Palestinian 
households in the three governorates.    
The first stage of fieldwork, lasting from 22 December 2011 to 9 January 2012, consisted of 
so-called listing, where fieldworkers – experienced Department of Statistics - Jordan (DoS) 
staff and temporary employees listed all households in the randomly selected clusters. The 
second stage of fieldwork involved interviews with the households randomly selected from 
the lists prepared in the first stage and lasted from 15 January to 22 February 2012. Although 
most interviews were concluded a week earlier, a group of fieldworkers revisited households 
                                                 
3
 For more information about the procedure see Kish (1965:398). 
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in which no one had been found to be home during earlier visits and also to interview some of 
the RSI who had also not been present at the time when the household questionnaire was 
completed. 
6.2.2 Inside the Camps 
The survey was conducted within Jordan’s 13 Palestinian refugee camps (see map) in 2011-
2012. The geographical definition of a camp that is used in the survey is narrow. Instead of 
including all natural extensions of the camps, the definition limits a camp to its “historic” 
borders (Tiltnes and Huafeng 2013, 22). As a conclusion the data are sufficient to produce 
reliable statistics on all Palestinians inside the historic borders of the camps. The sampling 
procedure is identical to that used outside the camps.  
What follows is a brief presentation of how the dependent and independent variables are 
operationalized in order to answer the two research questions in this thesis. It is important to 
note that because of the structure of the questions and the nature of the thesis, only currently 
married individuals are included in the sample.  
6.2.3 Dependent Variables 
There are ten different questions in the RSI part of the questionnaires that ask the respondents 
about violence. Men are asked if they have ever done any of the following to their wife, and 
women are asked if their husband has ever done any of the following to her:   
1. Cursed or insulted her/you? 
2. Thrown anything at her/you that could hurt her/you? 
3. Pushed, grabbed, or showed her/you? 
4. Slapped her/you? 
5. Destroyed something that belonged to her/you on purpose? 
6. Kicked or hit her/you with your/his fist? 
7. Hit her/you with some object that hurt her/you 
8. Chocked her/you? 
9. Been violent toward her/you in any other way? 
10. Yelled or shouted at her/you? 
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Three of these questions are understood to measure emotional violence and seven questions 
measure physical violence. In accordance with Johnson and Leone (2005), I have chosen to 
divide the seven questions regarding physical violence into moderate and severe violence.  
Questions 2, 3, and 4 are categorized as moderate violence, question 6, 7, 8, and 9 are 
categorized as severe violence. Questions 1, 5, and 10 are categorized as emotional violence 
and therefore not included in the analysis. The operationalization of the moderate and severe 
violence is inspired by Johnson and Leone (2005) and follows McHugh and Freeze’s (2006: 
133) argument that it is important to make a qualitative distinction between different acts of 
violence.  
6.2.4 Independent variables 
The motivation for which independent variables to include in the analysis is based on the 
discussions from all previous chapters. In the following section, I will briefly present the 
independent variables that are included in the analysis.   
Operationalizing patriarchy 
Attitudes toward women’s autonomy 
The first variable constructed to measure patriarchy is an index of woman’s autonomy. Eight 
different questions regarding what a women should be allowed to do have been used to form a 
scale of conservatism with regards to women’s autonomy. All questions are regarded as 
equally important, and each answer category is given a different score. Support equals 0 
point; indifference equals 0.1 point; and against equals 0.2 points. The points are summarized 
to construct an index of attitudes toward women’s autonomy with a possible score of 0-1.6 
points. This index is then again divided into a three point variable with the alternatives most 
liberal (0-0.5 point), moderate (0.6-1.1 points) and most conservative (1.3-1.6 points). The 
reliability of the index was tested returned a Cronbach’s Alpha of .94 both inside and outside 
the camps, indicating sufficient internal consistency (Skog 2004:95-98).  
Men and women were asked if a woman wanted to, should she be allowed to:     
1. Work outside the house 
2. Pursue higher education  
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3. Participate in voluntary social activities 
4. Drive a car 
5. Run a business 
6. Vote in elections 
7. Be a member of a municipal council 
8. Be a minister or parliamentarian 
Freedom of movement 
The second variable constructed to measure patriarchy was only asked the female 
respondents. Female respondents were asked about their possibility to go to various places 
alone, accompanied, or not able to go at all. The places they were asked about were the 
neighbors, local marked, relatives inside the camp/living area, relatives outside the 
camp/living area, or a local health clinic. All questions are regarded as equally important, and 
each answer category is given a different score. Can go alone equals 0 point; can go 
accompanied equals 0.1 point; and cannot go equals 0.2 points. The points are summarized to 
construct an index of restriction with a possible score of 0-1.0 points. The index was made 
dichotomous where the reference group is most liberal (0 point), and most conservative (0-1.0 
points).  
Attitudes toward a girl’s choice of spouse 
The third variable constructed to measure patriarchy was only asked the male respondents and 
is therefore only relevant for them. Male respondents were asked if the decision of deciding a 
girl’s spouse should be made by the girl alone, mainly the girl, mainly the family, or the 
family alone. The variable is dichotomized by combining the two first answers the girl alone 
and mainly the girl into a new variable labeled girl’s decision, the last two answers mainly the 
family and the family alone into a new variable labeled family’s decision.     
Attitudes toward violence 
The fourth variable constructed to measure patriarchy is an index regarding men and women’s 
attitudes toward violence against women, based on twelve different questions. All questions 
are regarded as equally important, and each answer category is given a different score. Yes 
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equals 0 point; sometimes equals 0.1 point; and no equals 0.2 points. The points are 
summarized to construct an index of attitudes toward violence with a possible score of 0-2.4 
points. This index is then again divided into a three point variable with the alternatives most 
negative (0-0.8 point), more positive (0.9-1.6 points) and most positive (1.7-2.4 points). The 
reliability of the index was tested returned a Cronbach’s Alpha of .93 inside the camps and 
.94 outside the camps, indicating sufficient internal consistency (Skog 2004: 95-98). 
The questions that men and women were asked are: Do you think it is appropriate for a 
husband to hit or beat his wife if she: 
1. “Talks back” or speaks in a hostile way to him 
2. Deliberately disobeys what he asks of her 
3. Behaves in a way he dislikes at home 
4. Behaves in a way he dislikes in public 
5. Curses him or his family 
6. Says things that embarrass him in front of others 
7. Talks with men in a manner that provokes him 
8. Does not have meals prepared properly or on time 
9. Does not do household chores (cleaning, laundry, etc.) properly 
10. Goes out unaccompanied (without asking) 
11. Does not respect his family 
12. Does not care for the children in an “adequate” way (the way the husband thinks it 
should be done) 
Education 
This variable is based on highest education completed. Originally the educational level was 
specified as a nine-point scale variable, which was re-categorized and reduced to five, which 
gave the categories: Did not complete any schooling, elementary, preparatory/ basic, 
secondary and post-secondary education. For the analysis the variable is dichotomized, as the 
difference is assumed to be largest between those with or without education. The reference 
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group is those with preparatory/basic education or less coded as 0, and those with secondary 
education or more coded as 1.  
Employment 
Employment is measured through a dichotomous variable. The question consisted originally 
of four categories, employed, unemployed, looking for work, discouraged unemployment, and 
out of labor force, which I have recoded to a dichotomous variable. Employment is the 
control group.  
Income 
For the income variable, I have chosen to use an asset index instead of self-reported income. 
There are two reasons for this decision. First of all, measurement errors, or underreporting of 
income for various reasons, are known problems with income data (Øvensen 2006, 9). Second 
, income in the developing world has a tendency to fluctuate according to seasons (Sahn and 
Stifel 2003, 464). Measuring the more long-term income is a better assessment of people’s 
actual financial situation (Tiltnes and Huafeng 2013: 234). An asset index can be constructed 
in numerous ways, the simplest being to sum up all the listed household items. However, as 
items are not uniform, having a stove is for most people qualitatively more important than 
having a motorbike. The solution to this problem is to assign weights to the various items 
(Sahn and Stifel 2003, 466). This is what has been done to the asset index used in my 
analysis. I have used the asset index constructed used in Tiltnes and Huafeng (2013). For a 
detailed description of how it was constructed, see Tiltnes and Huafeng (2013: 234-238). 
1.2.5 Control variables 
Age 
Age is coded as a continuous variable. Curve linearity has been tested for but as none of the 
results were significant it was left out.  
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Governorate 
Governorate is coded as a categorical variable. The camp sample covers six governorates, 
Amman, Zarqa, Irbid, Balga, Madaba and Jarrah. The outside-camp sample covers only 
Amman, Zarqa and Irbid governorates. Amman is the reference group in both samples. 
Family size 
The family size in the samples varies from 1-16 inside the camps, and from 1-18 outside the 
camps, with mean family size 5.1 (2.4 standard deviation) and 4.8 (2.2 standard deviation) 
respectively. For the analysis I have chosen to dichotomize the variable dividing the groups in 
two roughly equal sizes. The reference group both inside and outside the camps is family size 
1-4 (which in effect is 2-4 since I only study currently married men and women) coded as 0 
and family size 5-16 and 5-18 for inside camps and outside camps respectively, coded as 1.     
 
6.3 The Filtering Process  
The sample on which this thesis is based was reduced as a consequence of ensuring the 
required privacy for the respondent. Researching sensitive questions requires attention to the 
safety of the respondents. Domestic violence is to many people a sensitive subject and 
researchers must take steps as not to cause harm to the respondents. In worst case scenarios 
researchers may put the lives of the respondents at risk (Ellsberg 2005, 35-36). The 
imperative for research on sensitive issues is always to make sure that this risk is as low as it 
gets, and low enough to justify the research conducted (Lundgren, Dobash, and Dobash 1998, 
30). This is why questions regarding domestic violence are in most cases only asked if 
necessary privacy can be obtained. In most surveys the interviewer are obligated to check of 
there are other people in the room that might disqualify the interviewee for the sensitive 
questions. Only respondents that were unaccompanied in the room (not counting children 
under the age of ten) were asked about their history with domestic violence, men as 
perpetrators, and women as victims. 40 per cent of the currently married couples outside 
camps and 25 per cent of the currently married couples inside camps were deemed eligible for 
the questions concerning domestic violence. The original sample in the Jordanian 
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Demography and Health Surveys from 2007 was reduced to 33 per cent after ensuring the 
needed privacy, whereas the DHS in 2012 was reduced to 65 per cent.     
One explanation for why more people were excluded inside camps is that the camps are 
generally more crowded, with smaller houses (Tiltnes and Huafeng 2013) . Securing privacy 
is thus more challenging. 
In the following section, I describe how the characteristics of the respondents before and after 
the privacy questions, change and the consequences this might for the analysis. The aim is to 
clarify the difference on key variables in the analysis among those who answered the 
questions regarding domestic violence and those who did not. This will also be taken into 
account when discussing the generalizability of the study. In the following section I refer to 
the sample before the privacy measures as “sample A”, and the sample after the control 
checks “sample B”. Sample B excludes those who are not married, and those who were not 
alone in the room when these sensitive questions were asked. “Sample B is the sample on 
which the analysis in this thesis is based.  
6.3.1 Variations in sample A and B: Outside and Inside Camps 
Sample A and B differ on some key variables, where percentage of men and women is by far 
the biggest difference. Table 6.1 and 6.2 show the main differences between the two samples. 
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Table 6.1 Differences between Unfiltered and Filtered Sample, Outside Camp Data Set 
 
  
Sample A Sample B Sample A Sample B
Attitudes towards womens autonomy
Liberal 86.50 87.9 61.2 62.3
Moderate 9.20 9.0 19.5 20.9
Conservative 4.30 3.1 19.3 16.9
Restrictions on womens movement
Free 61.7 NA NA NA
Restrictions 38.3 NA NA NA
Decision on girs' husband
Girls decision NA NA 62.1 58.2
Familys decision NA NA 37.9 41.8
Attitudes to violence
Most negative NA NA 8.7 8.1
More positive NA NA 83.9 83.9
Most positive NA NA 8.1 8.06
Family size
Less than 5 42.8 40.3 44.3 42.9
More than 5 57.2 59.7 55.7 57.1
Education
Low 58 56 59.4 53.5
High 42 48 40.6 46.5
Employment status
Employed 6.9 6.5 79.8 81
Unemployed 93.1 93.5 20.2 19
Asset index
Low third 32.8 29.8 33.1 27.5
Middle third 35.5 35.2 33.9 32.6
High thrid 31.8 35 33 40
Age
10-19 2 2 NA
20-29 28.2 32 10.4 12.5
30-39 33.4 37.7 38.7 36.6
40-49 20 16.6 25.0 23.4
50+ 16.9 11.9 25.9 27.5
N= 1026 523 942 273
Women outside camp Men outside camps
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Table 6.2 Differences between unfiltered and filtered sample, inside camp data set  
 
Table 6.2 shows that the gender composition among camp dwellers in sample B is 70.6 per 
cent women and 29.4 per cent men, compared to 50.5 per cent women and 49.5 per cent men 
in sample A. Table 6.1 shows that outside of the camps, there are 65.7 per cent women and 
34.3 per cent men in sample B, compared to 52.1 per cent women and 47.9 per cent men in 
Sample A Sample B Sample A Sample B
Attitudes towards womens autonomy
Liberal 84.3 83.2 52 52
Moderate 11.0 13.0 18.4 18.4
Conservative 4.7 3.8 29.6 29.6
Restrictions on womens movement
Free 52 NA NA NA
Restrictions 18.4 NA NA NA
Decision on girs' husband
Girls decision NA NA 55.3 63.7
Familys decision NA NA 44.7 36.3
Attitudes to violence
Most negative NA NA NA 4.7
More positive NA NA NA 72.6
Most positive NA NA NA 23.2
Family size
Less than 5 39.9 38.4 38.4 42.3
More than 5 60.1 61.6 61.6 57.7
Education
Low 67.4 67.6 75.1 70
High 32.6 32.4 24.9 25
Employment status
Employed 5.5 4.7 80.2 79.5
Unemployed 94.5 95.5 19.8 20.5
Asset index
Low third 31.5 42.7 30.8 33.3
Middle third 34.3 25.8 34.5 35.7
High thrid 34.2 31.5 35.1 31
Age
10-19 3 3.3 0.1
20-29 33.7 42.7 14.4 14.9
30-39 33 27 40.3 47.
40-49 17.1 15.7 26.1 22
50+ 13.1 11.2 19.1 16.1
N= 1227 404 1103 168
Women inside camps Men inside camps
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sample A. One explanation for why more men than women were excluded in the filtering 
process may be that men spend more time outside the home. This means that it is more likely 
for an interviewer to encounter a women at home in a situation where she can be asked 
sensitive questions, than is the case for men, who are seldom home alone (Bates and Rassam 
2001, 231). This is also supported by the complementarity of men and women’s roles, as was 
discussed in chapter three (Treacher 2003). This explanation is supported by men and 
women’s employment rate. 79.6 per cent of the currently married men outside the camps are 
employed compared to 6.9 per cent of the currently married women. When the men are out 
for work, privacy required for the questions about domestic violence is easier to obtain for the 
women who are at home, then for the men when they come home from work, because then 
the women will still be there. This could explain why the men are underrepresented in the 
section regarding domestic violence. In general the samples do not differ vastly within the 
camps, or outside the camps, however the difference between the camps have some 
interesting differences which will be discussed later.  
 
6.4 Generalizability 
The differences between the samples on key variables before and after the filtering process 
are not vast. A thorough review of the variations on all important variables has ensured that 
no groups are systematically excluded from the samples on which the analysis of the domestic 
violence is based, except for those who are not married, a group which this study is not 
representative for.  
As long as there are no reasons to expect that variations are systematically associated with the 
phenomenon at hand, namely domestic violence, one can assume that the sample still 
qualifies as randomly selected, with the important consequence that the results might be 
generalized to the universe of the sample. The large sample reduction in this data set is not 
extraordinary in comparison with other important surveys on domestic violence, like the 
Jordanian DHS. As long as a systematic bias does not threaten the generalizability of the 
study, the most important aspect of the reduction is if the final sample is large enough to 
allow for significant variation. This criteria is secured in the data reduction performed here.       
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6.5 Logistic Regression Analysis and Significance 
Testing 
The method of analysis applied in this thesis is regression analysis. This is the preferred 
method when the dependent variable is dichotomous, which makes it a preferred method with 
regards to the subject in this thesis. When the dependent variable is dichotomous several of 
the assumptions of the linear regression are unfulfilled. A straight line between the dependent 
variable and the independent variables cannot be assumed (Skog 2004, 353).  
A logit model is estimated using a maximum likelihood estimator (MLE). The logit can be 
expressed in the following equation:  
     ( ̃)    (
 
   
)                                       
 
 
 is the logit-value for those who have the value 0 for all variables in the model and  
 
 is 
increase in logit for every unit increase in    .   is the error term or the variables that are not 
observed or not included in the model (Skog 2004, 354).  
Taking the antilogarithm of the logit gives the odds ratio, which is how results are presented 
in this thesis. The reason for reporting in odds ratios rather than logits is because the 
interpretation is more reader-friendly. I report significance test statistics for all parameters in 
the various models. A statistically significant result implies that the finding not is not only 
valid for the drawn sample, but holds for the entire population, in this case married 
Palestinian refugees in the sampled areas, between 10-60 years of age. For logistic regression, 
it is common to report z-test statistics based on the wald test. The significance stars in the 
tables give 5 percent, 1 percent and 0.1 percent significance levels. The models also include 
standard errors.   
   
6.6 Conclusion 
The data in this thesis presents the largest material on domestic violence among the 
Palestinian refugee population in Jordan. It is the first data sets which present comparable 
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data of violence against women for the Palestinian refugee population in Jordan residing both 
inside and outside the camps.  
In this chapter, I have explained the operationalization of all the variables used, explained the 
sampling process and the filtering of the data set. I have also presented a short description of 
logistic regression analysis which will be used for analysis in the next chapters. 
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7 Descriptive Statistics 
In this brief chapter I present descriptive statistics for all the dependent and the independent 
variables.  
7.1 Dependent Variable: Violence 
Table 7.1 presents descriptive statistics for the dependent variables used in the thesis, namely 
moderate violence, severe violence and any type of violence (for operationalization see 
previous chapter). Three findings are worth mentioning. First, a much higher number of 
people commit moderate violence compared to severe violence. This is an indication that 
Johnson`s separation of the two types of violence may be relevant in a Jordanian context. 
Second, the number of people committing severe violence is much higher inside camp than 
outside camp, almost 20 percent in camp for both men and women, compared to under 10 
percent outside camp. Third, men and women report fairly similar numbers. 
 
Table 7.1: Descriptive statistics, dependent variables 
  
Prevalence of violence 
Any violence Men Women Men Women
No 51.7 55.0 42.3 44.0
Yes 48.3 45.0 57.7 56.0
N= 273 523 168 404
Moderate violence
No 52.0 55.8 44.6 46.5
Yes 48.0 44.2 55.4 53.5
N= 273 523 168 404
Severe violence
No 91.2 88.9 81.0 80.7
Yes 8.8 11.1 19.0 19.3
N= 273 523 168 404
Outside camp Inside camp
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Independent Variables 
Table 7.2 report descriptive statistics for all the independent variables used in the analysis. 
The respondent included in these variables are those that have responded on the dependent 
variable. The reason for this selection is that these are the respondents that will be included in 
the regression analysis in the coming chapters. For a detailed discussion on this filtering 
process, see the previous chapter. However, it is worth mentioning that the camp population 
scores significantly higher on most of the patriarchal variables, and significantly lower on 
education attainment.  
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Table 7.2: Descriptive statistics, independent variables
   
Men Women Men Women
Attitudes towards women's autonomy
Liberal 62.3 88.0 48.8 83.2
Moderate 20.9 9.0 22.6 13.0
Conservative 16.8 3.0 28.6 3.8
Restrictions on womens movement
Free NA 61.9 NA 43.6
Restrictions NA 38.1 NA 56.4
Attitude towards daughters choice of spouse
Girls decision 58.2 70.9 63.7 63.1
Familys decision 41.7 29.9 36.3 36.9
Attitudes to violence
Most negative 8.1 7.6 4.2 5.3
More positive 83.9 83.7 72.6 79.9
Most positive 8.0 8.6 23.2 14.8
Family size
Less than 5 44.3 40.3 42.3 38.4
More than 5 55.7 59.7 57.7 61.6
Education
Low 53.5 56.0 75.0 67.6
High 46.5 44.0 25.0 32.4
Employment status
Employed 81.0 6.5 83.3 4.5
Unemployed 19.0 93.5 16.7 95.5
Asset index
Low third 27.5 29.8 33.3 32.7
Middle third 32.6 35.2 35.7 28.7
High thrid 39.9 35.0 31.0 38.6
Age
10-19 0.0 1.9 0.0 3.2
20-29 12.5 31.9 14.9 34.4
30-39 36.6 37.7 47.0 35.9
40-49 23.4 16.6 22.0 17.8
50+ 27.5 11.9 16.0 8.7
Governorate
Amman 50.9 40.1 16.7 19.3
Zarqa 30.8 29.1 25.6 25.5
Irbid 18.3 20.8 14.9 16.6
Balga NA NA 25.6 21.0
Madaba NA NA 1.8 1.2
Jarrah NA NA 15.5 16.3
N= 273 523 168 404
Outside Camp In Camp
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8 Analysis 
In this chapter I present the results of the analysis. While some of the hypotheses were 
confirmed partly or completely, the overall majority had to be rejected. Before I go through 
the results of the logistic analysis let me quickly repeat the theoretical background for the 
analysis. The sociological research field on domestic violence is dominated by the feminist 
researchers and the family violence researchers while the family violence researchers argue 
that a family’s position in society, with regards to socioeconomic resources, is the main 
explanatory factor of violence. The feminist researchers on the other hand argue that men’s 
use of violence is a result of patriarchal gendered structures in society.   
The Middle East and North Africa is characterized as patriarchal and the Arab family is a 
miniature of society where the man rules on top. Men’s patriarchal attitudes and the way they 
control and dominate women can to a large degree explain the prevalence of violence against 
women, as argued by the majority of the researchers on violence in Jordan.  
There are two aims in this thesis: 1) to test if patriarchal attitudes can contribute towards 
explaining why Palestinian men, both inside and outside refugee camps, beat their wives. And 
2) to apply Johnson’s analytical distinctions between moderate and severe acts of violence in 
order to see if this distinction further explains why men beat women in Jordan.  
Several hypotheses are formulated and several questions from the survey are used to 
operationalize these hypotheses, as presented in the two previous chapters. The structure of 
the analysis is as following. First, I present the overarching findings from the logistic 
regression. I have chosen to present the main findings in the beginning of the analysis chapter 
in order to prevent the reader from drowning in the description of all the statistically 
significant variables. The results of the analysis are extensive as I have results on three 
different dependent variables for men and women both inside and outside the camps. I will 
prioritize to report of the odds ratios of the statistically significant variables and include brief 
comments on the standard errors and confidence intervals where relevant. Second, I discuss 
whether the hypotheses are confirmed or have to be discarded and what the results could 
mean. In chapter nine I will return to the main findings and discuss what theoretical and 
methodological implications they have.  
54 
 
8.1 Key Findings from the Analysis 
The key findings are those findings that present answers to the two research questions. I will 
start with question number two. Research question number two asks if the analytical 
distinction between moderate and severe forms of violence provides further evidence for the 
explanatory force of patriarchal theory in Jordan. The answer is that is does not provide the 
expected answer of a linear relation between degree of patriarchal attitudes and severity of 
violence. However, by distinguishing between different degrees of violent acts we see that the 
etiologies of moderate and severe violence in fact differ.  
The most important research question is whether the feminist perspective and patriarchal 
theory can explain why Palestinian men beat their wives. The answer is that patriarchal theory 
does not provide answers to why Palestinian men beat their wives, however the research 
findings suggests that patriarchal theory might explain why Palestinian men use moderate 
violence.  
8.2 Presentation of the Logistic Analysis 
In this section, I present the logistic regression analysis for men and women inside and 
outside camp. I will report the statistically significant findings for all the variables that are 
relevant to the hypotheses put forward in chapter 5. Other control variables will not be 
commented on specifically in this section.  
 
8.2.1 Men Outside Camps 
Table 8.1 shows the results of logistic regression on three different dependent variables.(1) 
Men who have committed any form of violence (2) Men who have committed moderate form 
of violence (3) Men who have committed severe form of violence 
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Table 8.1: Violence Against Women, Men Outside Camps, Logistic Regression 
 
Women's autonomy
   most liberal ref ref ref
   moderate 1,49 1,48 0,913
(0,57) (0,565) (0,574)
   most conservative 1,503 1,381 0,257
(0,592) (0,539) (0,227)
Attitude violence
   most negative ref ref ref
   more positive 0,207 ** 0,21 ** 0,18 *
(0,116) (0,117) (0,125)
   most positive 0,197 * 0,163 * 1,457
(0,142) (0,117) (1,262)
1,059 1,043 0,864 *
(0,309) (0,303) (0,461)
Family size (1=5+) 1,986 * 1,893 * 1,59
-0,558 -0,529 (0,818)
Education (1= high) 0,807 0,815 0,126 **
(0,239) (0,241) (0,087)
Asset index
   0 ref ref ref
   1 0,701 0,729 1,032
(0,254) (0,263) (0,613)
   2 0,348 ** 0,362 ** 0,863
(0,133) (0,137) (0,582)
Employment (1= unemployed) 0,921 0,948 0,963
(0,384) (0,394) (0,765)
Age 0,994 0,994 1
(0,012) (0,012) (0,023)
Governorate 
   Amman ref ref ref
   Zarqa 0,296 *** 0,313 *** 0,395
(0,098) (0,103) (0,286)
   Irbid 1,204 1,248 3,318 *
(0,459) (0,473) (1,989)
Constant 8,001 ** 7,773 ** 0,524
(5,859) (5,67) (0,597)
N 273 273 273
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
NA= Not avaliable
Standard errors are given in brackets. ref. denotes reference category.
Source: Fafo AIS 2011/ 2012
Severe 
violence
Moderate 
violence
Any 
violence
Attitude towards daughters spouse 
(1=family's decision)
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Any Violence 
I. The odds ratio between men with more positive attitudes toward the use of violence 
and men with negative attitudes toward the use of violence is 0.207. This means that 
the odds for perpetrating any violence decreases with 79.3 per cent on average among 
men with more positive attitudes toward the use of violence compared to men with 
negative attitudes toward the use of violence.  
II. The odds ratio between men with most positive attitudes toward the use of violence 
and men with negative attitudes toward the use of violence is 0.197. This means that 
the odds for perpetrating any violence decreases with 80.3 per cent on average among 
men with most positive attitudes toward the use of violence compared to men with 
negative attitudes toward the use of violence. 
Moderate Violence 
I. The odds ratio between men with more positive attitudes toward the use of violence 
and men with negative attitudes toward the use of violence is 0.21. This means that the 
odds for perpetrating moderate violence decreases with 79 per cent on average among 
men with more positive attitudes toward the use of violence compared to men with 
negative attitudes toward the use of violence 
II. The odds ratio between men with most positive attitudes toward the use of violence 
and men with negative attitudes toward the use of violence is 0.163. This means that 
the odds for perpetrating moderate violence decreases with 83.7 per cent on average 
among men with most positive attitudes toward the use of violence compared to men 
with negative attitudes toward the use of violence 
Severe Violence 
I. The odds ratio between men with more positive attitudes toward the use of violence 
and men with negative attitudes toward the use of violence is 0.18. This means that the 
odds for perpetrating severe violence decreases with 82.0 per cent on average among 
men with more positive attitudes toward the use of violence compared to men with 
negative attitudes toward the use of violence 
II. The odds ratio between men with low education and men with high education is 0.126. 
This means that the odds for perpetrating severe violence decreases with 87.4 per cent 
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for on average among men in the high education group compared to men in the low 
education group. 
III. The odds ratio between men who believe that a women`s spouse is the girls choice and 
men that believe that a women`s spouse is the family`s choice is 0.864. This means 
that the odds for perpetrating severe violence decreases with 13.6 per cent on average 
among men who believe that a women`s spouse is the family`s choice. 
8.2.2 Men Inside Camps 
Table 8.2 shows the results of logistic regression on three different dependent variables.(1) 
Men who have committed any form of violence (2) Men who have committed moderate form 
of violence (3) Men who have committed severe form of violence. 
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Table 8.2: Violence against women, men inside camp, logistic regression 
 
Women's autonomy
   most liberal ref ref ref
   moderate 0,821 0,849 2,014
(0,393) (0,4) (1,349)
   most conservative 1,135 1,01 2,765
(0,554) (0,48) (1,729)
Attitude violence
   most negative ref ref ref
   more positive 0,542 1,177 0,865
(0,516) (1,032) (1,05)
   most positive 0,429 0,742 2,443
(0,439) (0,702) (3,077)
3,768 ** 3,269 ** 2,888 *
(1,608) (1,334) (1,534)
Family size (1=5+) 2,331 * 2,324 * 2,447
(0,947) (0,925) (1,301)
Education (1 = high education) 0,298 ** 0,344 * 0,088 *
(0,137) (0,155) (0,088)
Asset index
   0 ref ref ref
   1 0,682 0,764 0,503
(0,314) (0,345) (0,317)
   2 1,047 1,143 1,315
(0,511) (0,544) (0,809)
Employment (1= unemployed) 4,234 * 4,038 * 16,88 **
(2,898) (2,689) (15,973)
Age 0,952 ** 0,957 * 0,931 **
(0,018) (0,017) (0,024)
Governorate 
   Amman ref ref ref
   Balqa 0,453 0,606 0,329
(0,281) (0,36) (0,247)
   Zarqa 0,166 ** 0,215 ** 0,445
(0,103) (0,128) (0,334)
   Madaba NA NA NA
   Irbid 0,39 0,395 0,565
(0,261) (0,256) (0,494)
   Jarash 0,322 0,295 0,774
(0,22) (0,196) (0,619)
Constant 23,43 * 7,396 1,245
(30,865) (9,108) (2,006)
N 165 165 165
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
NA= Not avaliable
Standard errors are given in brackets. ref. denotes reference category.
Source: Fafo AIS 2011/ 2012
Severe 
violence
Moderate 
violence
Any 
violence
Attitude towards daughters spouse (1= 
family's decision)
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Any Violence: 
I. The odds ratio between men who believe that the girl should choose a husband and 
men who believe that the family should decide a girl’s husband is 3.768. This 
means that the odds for perpetrating any violence increases with 278 per cent on 
average among men who believe that the family should decide the girl’s husband 
compared to men who believe that the girl should chose her own husband. It has to 
be noted however, that the standard error is rather high, making the estimator more 
uncertain.    
II. The odds ratio between men with low education and men with high education is 
0.298. This means that the odds for perpetrating any violence decreases with 70.2 
per cent on average among men in the high education group compared to men in 
the low education group. 
Moderate Violence: 
I. The odds ratio between men who believe that the girl should choose a husband and 
men who believe that the family should decide a girl’s husband is 3.269. This means 
that the odds for perpetrating moderate violence increases with 269 per cent on 
average among men who believe that the family should decide the girl’s husband 
compared to men who believe that the girl should chose her own husband. 
II. The odds ratio between men with low education and men with high education is 0.344. 
This means that the odds for perpetrating any violence decreases with 66 per cent on 
average among men in the high education group compared to men in the low 
education group. 
Severe Violence:  
I. The odds ratio between men with low education and men with high education is 0.088. 
This means that the odds for perpetrating severe violence decreases with 91.2 per cent 
for on average among men in the high education group compared to men in the low 
education group. 
II. The odds ratio between employed men and unemployed men is 16.88. This means that 
the odds for perpetrating severe violence increases with 1588 per cent on average 
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among unemployed man compared to employed men. However, the standard error is 
very high, making the estimate uncertain.  
8.2.3 Women Outside Camps 
Table 8.3 shows the results of logistic regression on three different dependent variables.(1) 
Women who have experienced any form of violence (2) Women who have experienced 
moderate form of violence (3) Women who have experienced severe form of violence 
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Table 8.3: Ever Experienced Physical Violence, Women Outside Camp, Logistic Regression
 
 
 
Women's autonomy
   most liberal ref ref ref
   moderate 0,594 0,598 0,686
(0,195) (0,197) (0,397)
   most conservative 0,27 * 0,112 ** 0,908
(0,164) (0,087) (0,768)
Freedom of movement (1= any restrictions) 1,294 ** 1,299 ** 1,144
(0,125) (0,126) (0,173)
Family size (1=5+) 1,438 1,425 1,191
(0,272) (0,271) (0,369)
Education (1= high education) 0,664 * 0,65 * 0,275 **
(0,132) (0,13) (0,11)
Asset index
   0 ref ref ref
   1 0,703 0,722 0,388 **
(0,162) (0,168) (0,14)
   2 0,619 0,607 * 0,494
(0,153) (0,15) (0,198)
Employment (1= unemployed) 1,307 1,234 0,947
(0,524) (0,496) (0,759)
Age 0,993 0,992 0,986
(0,008) (0,008) (0,014)
Governorate 
   Amman ref ref ref
   Zarqa 1,054 1,146 0,4
(0,241) (0,264) (0,189)
   Irbid 1,01 1,045 1,958 *
(0,225) (0,234) (0,644)
Constant 0,917 0,968 0,407
(0,502) (0,532) (0,398)
N 520 520 520
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
NA= Not avaliable
Standard errors are given in brackets. ref. denotes reference category.
Source: Fafo AIS
Severe 
violence
Moderate 
violenceAny violence
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Any Violence: 
I. The odds ratio between women with the most conservative attitudes toward women’s 
autonomy and women with liberal attitudes toward women’s autonomy is 0.27. This 
means that the odds for being victim of any violence decreases with 73 per cent on 
average among women with most conservative attitudes toward women’s autonomy 
compared to women with liberal attitudes toward women’s autonomy. 
II. The odds ratio between women with low education and women with high education is 
0.664. This means that the odds for being victim of any violence decreases with 33.7 
per cent for on average among women in the high education group compared to 
women in the low education group. 
Moderate Violence 
I. The odds ratio between women with the most conservative attitudes toward women’s 
autonomy and women with liberal attitudes toward women’s autonomy is 0.112. This 
means that the odds for being victim of moderate violence decreases with 99.8 per 
cent on average among women with most conservative attitudes toward women’s 
autonomy compared to women with liberal attitudes toward women’s autonomy. 
II. The odds ratio between women with low education and women with high education is 
0.65. This means that the odds for being victim of moderate violence decreases with 
35 per cent for on average among women in the high education group compared to 
women in the low education group. 
Severe Violence 
I. The odds ratio between women with low education and women with high 
education is 0.275. This means that the odds for being victim of severe violence 
decreases with 72.5 per cent for on average among women in the high education 
group compared to women in the low education group. 
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Table 8.4: Ever Experienced Physical Violence, Women in Camp, Logistic Regression
 
Women's autonomy
   most liberal ref ref ref
   moderate 1,03 1,044 0,934
(0,328) (0,33) (0,382)
   most conservative 4,087 2,817 1,546
(3,312) (1,972) (-0,909)
Freedom of movement (1= any restrictions) 0,879 0,922 0,896
(0,099) (0,102) (0,126)
Family size (1= 5+) 1,738 * 1,767 * 0,908
(0,393) (0,396) (0,254)
Education (1= high education) 0,77 0,794 0,371 **
(0,183) (0,187) (0,131)
Asset index
   0 ref ref ref
   1 0,995 1,006 0,602
(0,282) (0,281) (0,206)
   2 0,97 1,113 0,535
(0,261) (0,296) (0,18)
Employment (1= unemployed) 1,409 1,299 1,162
(0,715) (0,657) (0,912)
Age 0,981 0,982 0,986
(0,01) (0,01) (0,013)
Governorate 
   Amman ref ref ref
   Balqa 0,36 ** 0,405 * 0,459
(0,131) (0,143) (0,192)
   Zarqa 0,208 *** 0,241 *** 0,335 **
(0,073) (0,082) (0,131)
   Madaba 1,448 1,78 0,806
(1,684) (2,061) (0,977)
   Irbid 0,613 0,711 0,39 *
(0,238) (0,268) (0,180)
   Jarash 0,336 ** 0,387 * 0,449
(0,134) (0,149) (0,196)
Constant 3,718 2,748 1,402
(2,743) (2,003) (1,432)
N 399 399 399
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
NA= Not avaliable
Standard errors are given in brackets. ref. denotes reference category.
Source: Fafo AIS
Severe 
violence
Moderate 
violence
Any 
violence
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8.2.4 Women Inside Camps 
Any Violence 
None of the variables associated with the hypotheses are statistically significant.  
Moderate Violence 
None of the variables associated with the hypotheses are statistically significant.  
Severe violence 
I. The odds ratio between women with low education and women with high 
education is 0.371. This means that the odds for being victim of severe violence 
decreases with 62.9 per cent for on average among women in the high education 
group compared to women in the low education group. 
 
8.3 Keeping or Rejecting the Hypotheses 
Based on the findings presented above, I will now go through the hypotheses to determine 
whether they can be kept or must be rejected. 
 
H1a) Men with conservative attitudes toward women’s autonomy will perpetrate more 
violence than men with liberal attitudes toward women’s autonomy. 
The hypothesis has to be rejected. 
If the patriarchal theory was correct we would expect all conservative men, both inside and 
outside the camps, to have higher odds for perpetrating violence, which they do not. 
Patriarchal theory states that men use violence as a means to dominate and subordinate 
women, which has been thoroughly argued in chapter three. However, as none of the results 
are statistically significant the hypothesis is rejected.    
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H1b) Women with conservative attitudes toward women’s autonomy will be subjected to less 
violence than women with liberal attitudes toward women’s autonomy. 
The hypothesis has to be rejected, because of the conflicting results. The most conservative 
women outside the camps have significantly lower odds for being subjected to any and 
moderate violence. This result is in accordance with the hypothesis. The mechanisms which 
was proposed was that conservative women will act in accordance with conservative gender 
norms in the Jordanian society and as a result the men will not feel the need to “correct” them 
for their transgressions of gender norms (Rani, Bonu, and Diop-Sidibe 2004, Kurz 1989).  
However, the opposite result is found among women inside the camps. Inside the camps the 
most conservative women have significantly higher odds for being subjected to any violence, 
which is opposite of what was hypothesized. One possible explanation could be that 
conservative women are married to conservative men, and that conservative men perpetrate 
more violence. Further, the reason for these two opposing mechanisms inside and outside the 
camps could be that the different contexts moderate the effect of conservative attitudes. 
However, as Dutton argues, when any results can be used to support a preconceived 
theoretical position (Dutton 2005) the precise mechanism has probably not been isolated.  
 
H2) Women whose movement is restricted will experience more violence than women 
whose movement is not restricted. 
The hypothesis has to be rejected. None of the women, neither inside nor outside the camps, 
whose movement is restricted, have significantly higher odds for experiencing violence. One 
should have expected that the women whose movements are restricted by a male, which 
clearly is an expression of patriarchal control, should have an increased risk of experiencing 
violence. However, the findings from the analysis do not support that patriarchal control of 
movement is positively associated with violence. Whether a man’s restriction of women’s 
movements should in itself be regarded as violence is of course an important discussion, 
however not within the scope of this thesis.  
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H3) Men who believe that the family should decide a girl’s husband will perpetrate more 
violence than men who believe that the girl should decide for herself. 
The hypothesis is partly confirmed. Men inside the camps who believe that the family should 
decide a girl’s husband have significantly higher odds for perpetrating violence, however only 
any and moderate violence, and not severe violence. This finding is in line with the feminist 
hypothesis. However, as men outside the camps who believe that the family should decide a 
girl’s husband do not have significantly higher odds for perpetrating violence, neither 
moderate nor severe, the robustness of the finding is questioned. It is therefore not possible to 
conclude from the results to this hypothesis that conservative attitudes are positively 
associated with higher risk of violence, as it is only valid for Palestinian men inside the 
camps, and only with regards to a specific form of violence. It is necessary to further 
investigate what it is with the context of the camps that affect the explanatory value of the 
variable.    
 
H4) Men with positive attitudes toward the use of violence against women will perpetrate 
more violence than men who are negative toward the use of violence against women.  
The hypothesis has to be rejected as the results do not confirm the hypothesis are inconsistent, 
and highly illogical.   
First, men inside the camps with positive attitudes toward violence do not have significantly 
higher odds for perpetrating violence. The result is contrary to one of the key assumptions of 
patriarchal theory, namely that men who believe that they have the right to use force against 
women will use more force against women. The result also contradicts the research on 
attitudes toward violence in Jordan, where attitudes are treated as a proxy for violence. The 
results for men inside the camps do not support the connection between personal attitudes 
toward violence and actual violence. Second, men outside the camps with positive attitudes 
toward the use of violence actually have significantly lower odds for perpetrating violence. 
Any policy recommendations based on these results, if we were to take them face value, 
would be to support men’s positive attitudes toward violence. This finding clearly contradicts 
the feminists’ theoretical assumption. However, as the result is not only contrary to the 
hypothesis, but also highly counter-intuitive, some further explanation is needed.   
67 
 
One possible explanation could be that there is something wrong with the index which 
measures men’s attitudes toward violence. However, when the reliability of the index was 
tested, the Cronbach’s Alpha returned a score of 0.94 both inside and outside the camps, 
indicating sufficient internal consistency. However, even if the internal consistency of the 
index is high is does not mean that the questions measure what they are intended to measure, 
which is the second explanation. The intention of the index is to measure individual attitudes 
toward the use of violence. However, the wording of the introduction to the questions can 
create confusion. Men and women are asked if they think it is appropriate for a husband to hit 
or beat his husband if she does this or that. I would argue that it is possible to interpret this 
question in two ways. First, “would you beat your wife”…/ “do you think it is ok if your 
husband beat”… This wording measures an individual man’s personal attitudes toward 
violent sanctions of different behaviors by his wife, or an individual woman’s personal 
attitudes toward accepting that her husband violently sanctions her for her behaviors. Second, 
it is possible to understand the initial wording of the question as asking about the society’s 
norms regarding violent sanctions of women. In this case what the questions actually measure 
is whether the individual know if violence against women in Jordan is positively sanctioned, 
which it is, according to the research in chapter four and . The law does not always protect 
women from domestic violence, and religious institutions are known to positively sanction it  
(Amawi 2000). The argument in this case would be that the more aware a person is of the 
laws and religious prevailing norms in Jordan the more “positive” the person would score on 
the index. The inconsistencies between attitudes and actions are very important to address.  
There are two interesting things to note about these results. First, the inconsistencies between 
attitudes and actions might be because the hypothetical phenomenon which is the focus of 
research does not accurately capture the real-life phenomenon (Ajzwn and Fishbein 2005).  
Questions measuring attitudes must be much more precise. And second, that the wordings of 
the questions can actually alter the results. A study of 62 demography and health surveys 
revealed that how the questions were formulated had a significant effect on the results (Yount 
et al. 2011). The implication of these studies of that one should be very cautious with reading 
too much into people’s attitudes toward violence. The fact that so many studies in Jordan 
focus primarily on attitudes as a proxy for violence is highly problematic, and will be 
discussed further.                   
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H5a) Men with higher education perpetrate the same amount of violence than men with 
lower education. 
The hypothesis has to be rejected. Men inside the camps with higher education have 
statistically lower odds for perpetrating any, moderate, and severe violence, and men outside 
the camps with higher education have significantly lower odds for perpetrating severe 
violence. There are two important implications with this finding. First, previous research on 
violence in Jordan has not found men’s education to be significantly associated with violence, 
even though education is possibly the most important and consistent finding from the analysis 
conducted in this thesis. Second, the findings point in the direction that the characteristics of 
the perpetrator of the moderate violence and the severe violence may in fact be quite different, 
as proposed by Johnson (2008) in chapter two, since men both outside and inside the camps 
with higher education have significantly lower odds for perpetrating severe violence. I will 
return to this in hypothesis H7.      
 
H5b) Women with higher education are subjected to less violence than women with lower 
education. 
This hypothesis is to a large degree confirmed. Women outside the camps with higher 
education have significantly lower odds for being victims of any, moderate and severe 
violence, whereas women inside camps with higher education have significantly lower odds 
of being victims of severe violence. The results can be interpreted in light of female 
empowerment in a patriarchal culture. The family violence researchers argued as well that 
education empowered women, and the finding can thus be interpreted in light of the family 
violence perspective. However, an argument can be made that since the most robust finding 
with regards to women’s education in is the protective force of higher education against 
severe violence, and not moderate violence, as is seen among the women inside the camps, a 
gendered empowerment interpretation is probably the most likely, than a strict socioeconomic 
interpretation.          
 
H6a) Unemployed men perpetrate more violence than men who are employed. 
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The hypothesis has to be rejected as the results are conflicting. On the one hand 
unemployment does not result in higher odds for perpetrating any acts of violence outside the 
camps. On one hand we see that unemployed men in camp have much higher odds for 
perpetrating all acts of violence compared to employed men. However the standard errors and 
the confidence intervals are generally very large, and extremely large with regards to severe 
violence. There are indications from the descriptive statistics that the camp population in 
general is more conservative than the outside camp population, and therefore that the 
traditional male role as provider of the family may explain why unemployment is 
significantly associated with violence inside the camps and not outside the camps. This 
interpretation is also strengthened by the findings from hypothesis 3) which found that men 
who expressed patriarchal attitudes toward who should decide a girl’s husband had 
significantly higher odds for perpetrating any and moderate violence. The conclusions from 
these two hypotheses form an argument that patriarchal attitudes may heighten the odds for 
perpetrating moderate violence among men residing inside the refugee camps. 
          
H6b) Women who are employed are subjected to more violence than unemployed women.    
The hypothesis has to be rejected as there is no evidence that employment increases women’s 
risk for experiencing any form of violence, neither for the women living inside the camps, nor 
the women living outside the camps. The results for women are strong enough in order to 
reject the hypothesis as there is no significant difference between employed and unemployed 
women, neither inside nor outside the camps. The mechanism proposed for why employment 
was expected to increase a women’s risk of experiencing violence was a breach of rigid 
gender roles in a gender conservative society. However, as the analysis could not control for 
the symbolic aspect of women’s employment, as argued by the feminist researchers in chapter 
two, the variable has not provide satisfactory answers to the risk of female employment in a 
patriarchal society.         
  
H7) The etiology of moderate violence will differ from that of severe violence.   
The hypothesis is to a large degree confirmed. The answer to this hypothesis is based on the 
conclusions from the other hypotheses above. What we see when a distinction between 
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moderate and severe acts of violence is introduced, is that the results of the analysis change in 
several ways. First, three of the variables would not have produced statistically significant 
results, which arguably would have stripped the data from important variations that are there. 
Nor would attitudes toward women among men inside the camps, men’s higher education 
outside the camps, and women’s higher education inside the camps would not have produced 
statistically significant results if a conflated dependent variable formed the basis of the 
analysis. Second, no attention would have been drawn to the different effect of higher 
education on the risk of severe violence versus moderate violence. When distinguishing 
between moderate and severe violence it becomes clear that one of the most robust findings 
from the analysis is that women’s higher education may protect women from severe violence, 
but not from moderate violence, and similarly that higher education for men reduces the 
chances for perpetrating severe violence, but not moderate violence. And third, a conflated 
dependent variable would have missed an important aspect regarding the effect of large 
families on violence. What we see is that women in large families both inside and outside the 
camps have higher odds for experiencing moderate, but not severe violence. While it remains 
unexplained what the mechanisms behind this finding are it illustrates the values of Johnson’s 
distinctions.   
8.4 Summary of Research Findings 
The previous section attempted to answer the hypotheses from chapter five. What we see is 
that the majority of the hypotheses are rejected because of inconsistent findings from the 
logistic regression analysis, for both men and women, both inside and outside the camps. The 
answer to research question number one is that the explanations proposed by patriarchal 
theory for why Palestinian men beat their wives are limited in these data sets. However, still 
some of the results points in the direction that patriarchal theory might still be relevant when 
trying to explain men’s violence. Especially we see that patriarchal attitudes explain more of 
the moderate violence inside the camps than outside. This coincides with the descriptive 
statistics where both patriarchal values are more widespread and that the prevalence of 
moderate violence is higher. However, what stands out as most important from the analysis is 
how the introduction of a qualitative distinction between moderate and severe violence adds 
valuable insight into the characteristics of both the victims and perpetrators of violence. The 
two most consistent findings are how men and women’s higher education are positively 
associated with lower odds of experiencing severe violence, either as perpetrator or victim, 
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and that larger families are positively associated with higher odds of moderate violence. 
These results indicate that there might indeed be an important qualitative aspect with both the 
perpetrator and victim of violence which is missed when conflating moderate and severe 
violence into “violence”. 
The next chapter will discuss the findings from this chapter in light of theoretical and 
methodological insights from chapter two, and three in light of the findings from the 
Jordanian research on violence. In this part I discuss why patriarchal theory receives so little 
support from my data set when the majority of the previous research has found this theoretical 
approach to be fruitful.        
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9 Discussion 
  
The research findings from the analysis in this thesis are quite surprising when viewed in light 
of how patriarchal the Jordanian society is, and the concrete findings from research on 
violence against women in Jordan. How is it possible to understand the findings from this 
thesis in light of the other findings from MENA and Jordan?  
First, the analyses show that attitudes toward women’s autonomy do not contribute much 
toward explaining why Palestinian men beat their wives. The assumption that men with 
patriarchal attitudes regarding women’s autonomy where more likely to beat their wives was 
supported both by theory on the patriarchy in the MENA, and empirical findings from Jordan. 
However, when looking more closely at the findings from Jordan the argument is 
predominantly based on research on attitudes toward women, where positive attitudes are 
treated as a proxy for actual violence, and are not based on research on the direct link between 
patriarchal attitudes and violence.  Treating attitudes as a proxy for violence is as we 
remember common for feminist research on violence (Jasinski, Williams, and Finkelhor 
1998). The association between attitudes toward violence and actual violence is however not 
found in this thesis. As we remember from the previous chapter men with positive attitudes 
actually have lower odds for perpetrating violence, which is completely counter intuitive. This 
finding questions the validity of treating attitudes of violence as a proxy, which will break the 
assumed connection between patriarchal attitudes toward women in general and violence 
against women.  
There are two important aspects to remember when discussing the research on attitudes 
toward violence. First of all the nationally representative surveys have found that violence is 
widely accepted in Jordan. 70-90 per cent of the women accept violence. The same numbers 
are confirmed in several other studies, with various samples as discussed in chapter four. 
However, the majority of the research which tries to explain the causes of positive attitudes 
toward violence is primarily based on small non-randomized samples, like Haj-Yahia (2008, 
Haj-Yahia 2002, Haj-Yahia 2005, 2000). The results of these studies, however not 
generalizable to the population, are often treated as representative for the entire population. 
Even if the non-representative studies in many cases present numbers similar to the nationally 
representative studies it does not mean that the conclusions they make would be the same if 
73 
 
the samples were based on randomly selected individuals. The fact that many of these non-
randomized samples have been able to dominate the research on violence in Jordan is 
problematic, because they might have accredited more general explanatory power to 
patriarchy for causing men to beat than what is necessarily possible to conclude from their 
studies. Second of all, the prevalence estimates of attitudes toward violence in societies where 
the overall acceptance of violence is very high like in Jordan, may predict the general level of 
violence in a society, however, I would argue that the attitudes in these places are less suited 
to predict the individual’s risk of violence, as corresponds with the findings in this thesis. The 
feminist argument that attitudes and actual violence are related, are based on studies in 
societies where violence is to a great extent a breach of norms, whereas one should be weary 
of assuming the same in societies where acceptance of violence is extremely high, and 
therefore obviously not in contradiction with the societal norms. 
Second, it is unexpected in light of patriarchal theory that the variable on women’s freedom is 
not significantly associated with violence. If we accept that the connection between attitudes 
and action is not always easy to make, as discussed in the previous chapter, we would still 
assume that patriarchal actions are associated with the heightened risk of violence for a 
women. However, the results of the analysis prove otherwise. One explanation for why this 
variable is not significant may relate to an the important argument made by Johnson (2008) in 
chapter two, where he argued that one weakness with quantitative method when investigating 
violence is that the sample is biased. Some groups will refuse to participate in surveys. And 
further that it is expected that the groups that are most severely abused will refuse to 
participate. It might be that women whose movements are restricted are to a large degree 
excluded in the sample because very patriarchal husbands will not allow them to participate. 
The number of women whose movements are completely restricted is not presented in this 
thesis; however the number is very low both inside and outside the camps, which may be a 
support of Johnson’s argument. If Johnson’s argument is indeed applicable in a Jordanian 
context, this can explain the lack of expected results on this variable; it is thus an important 
methodological insight. In order to compensate for this possible bias, men should also be 
asked whether they themselves restrict their wives’ movements, as opposed to only asking 
women if their movements are restricted. It might be that the most patriarchal men would also 
refuse to participate, but not necessarily.  
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Third, neither employment, not the asset index adds much toward explaining why Palestinian 
men beat their wives, which is more or less in line with previous studies of violence in Jordan. 
However, one important limitation of the analysis in this thesis, and the research on violence 
in Jordan in general, is that the symbolic aspect of these socioeconomic variables is not 
controlled for. We remember from chapter two the feminist researchers argued that what is 
really important when it comes to socioeconomic variables is the symbolic value. This aspect 
of how gendered structures may affect people differently according to individual dispositions 
has largely been ignored in research on Jordan, and therefore the possible explanation force is 
unknown.    
Fourth, and most importantly, what stands out from the analysis is that an analytical 
distinction between moderate and severe violence adds important explanatory value to the 
analysis. What we see, as discussed above under hypothesis 7) is that without making this 
distinction, two variables would not have produced statistically significant results - men’s 
attitudes toward women’s autonomy (inside the camps) and men’s educational level (outside 
the camps). More importantly, by applying this distinction the analyses produce two 
consistent findings: that men and women with higher education have statistically lower odds 
of experiencing violence, either as perpetrator of victim, and that the odds of perpetrating 
violence for men, and experiencing violence for women, is higher in larger families than 
smaller families.  
The methodological decision in other research to not distinguish between moderate and severe 
violence may conflate the results, and would have conflated the results of the analyses in this 
thesis. Several researchers have argued that this conflation to a large degree can explain the 
lack of consistency between studies of domestic violence (Cano and Vivian 2001, 475, 
McHugh and Frieze 2006, 133) .As discussed in chapter four the lack of consistent results 
from research on violence in Jordan has led the researcher to conclude that the violence can 
be explained by the patriarchal culture. However, it might be that the lack of results originates 
from this conflation of moderate and severe violence. Labeling all acts of violence as 
“violence” has two important consequences. First of all, it makes it difficult to understand the 
perpetrator’s motivation (Johnson 1995, 292). From the results in this thesis we see for 
example that perpetrators of moderate and severe violence differ on educational attainment. It 
is not unreasonable to think that the motivation behind the violence might indeed be different. 
It may be that the moderate violence is primarily a result of living in a patriarchal culture of 
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male dominance where the use of moderate violence is largely accepted. This could explain 
why there is more violence in the refugee camps, where the overall acceptance of violence is 
higher, and patriarchal attitudes more widespread, as seen in the descriptive statistics. In 
addition we see that there is more severe violence inside the camps, which could be explained 
by the lower educational attainments altogether inside the camps.  
Second of all, the effect of moderate and severe violence has most likely different effects on 
the victim (Johnson and Leone 2005). There is an important political aspect to this point, 
which follows the lines of the argument of Edward Said (2003). When all violence is 
conflated it portrays men as more violent, and women as more helpless, than what is 
necessarily the case, which arguably is in line with an orientalist perspective on “the Arab”. 
But what we see from the results of the analysis is that education has an important effect of 
the odds of perpetrating severe violence for men, and the odds for experiencing severe 
violence for women. Where other studies have been unable to find this effect of education on 
men, we see that by distinguishing between moderate and severe violence the protective effect 
of education becomes evident.     
Fifth, even if the explanatory power of patriarchal theory has not received as much support 
from the results in this thesis as expected there are still important variations, both with regards 
to education as discussed above, and the effect of some of the patriarchal variables on 
moderate violence. And the results from the camps supported these conclusions. To conclude 
this part I would like to suggest that even though the majority of the hypotheses in this thesis 
had to be rejected there are reasons to believe that patriarchal theory still can contribute 
toward explaining the persistent high level of violence in the MENA. However what is 
needed is research which succeeds in exploring different aspects of the patriarchal structures 
of the MENA. The research on violence against women in Jordan, including this thesis, 
focuses on how patriarchal attitudes are associated with violence. However, as we remember 
from chapter two the feminists argue that patriarchy is both ideology and structure. And when 
critically evaluating the research on violence against women we see that the primary focus is 
on the ideology, and not the structural back-bone of this ideology. The research on violence 
against women needs to develop ways of understanding people’s individual patriarchal 
attitudes in relation to the wider societal gendered structures which prevent the women from 
entering the society on equal footing as men. Men’s violence against women must be 
understood in light of the structural discrimination which is upheld in the labor marked, or in 
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the law, and in other important institutions in society. Research which focuses exclusively on 
attitudes without taking into account the structural elements is at risk of using a unified notion 
of patriarchy, as argued by Hunnicutt (2009, 559).  
9.1 Concluding Remarks and Future Research 
This thesis set out to explore violence against women in light of the feminist, patriarchal 
perspective. Based on literature from the region in general and previous research from Jordan, 
hypotheses were formulated to test the more or less well established effect of patriarchy on 
violence against women. With two research questions, the thesis looked both at several 
mechanisms pertaining to the explanatory power of feminist, patriarchal theory, and also at 
two different types of violence using new data from Palestinian refugees residing both inside 
and outside refugee camps in Jordan. In so doing, not only has this thesis evaluated the 
explanatory value of the patriarchal perspective, as well as Johnson’s (2008) distinction 
between moderate and severe violence when analyzing quantitative data, it has also provided 
insights from the most extensive data on violence against women among Palestinians in 
Jordan, allowing for the first time for comparisons of representative samples inside and 
outside camps.  
All in all the explanatory value of the patriarchal perspective has however been shown to be 
limited. Johnson’s distinction between severe and moderate violence was on the other hand to 
a larger degree able to identify some specific associations. From my research it has become 
clear that to properly investigate the effect of patriarchal theory according to feminist 
perspective, additional data might have been needed. It became obvious that the patriarchal 
mechanisms proposed in previous literature were not sophisticated enough to account for the 
complexities with regards to how patriarchal attitudes and structures affect the risk of 
perpetrating violence. 
Future research on violence against women in patriarchal societies like Jordan should collect 
multidimensional data in order to thoroughly investigate the combined effect of patriarchal 
attitudes/ideologies and structures. In order to do this information is needed on more than one 
individual’s attitudes and socioeconomic position. The relative socioeconomic positions 
within families, as well as variations of patriarchal attitudes between men and women, could 
inform how patriarchal attitudes are both maintained and challenged, and how these 
movements affect the overall risk of violence among spouses. The research on violence in the 
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Middle Eastern and North African societies should explore this symbolic aspect further, and 
thus develop more stratified notions of how the patriarchy effects the risk of violence. In 
addition, more attention is needed to the role of the extended family in perpetuating violent 
relations in a patriarchal society where the role of the extended family is known to heighten 
the risk of violence. And lastly, research should open up for women as perpetrators of 
violence. Opening up for the fact that women may perpetrate violence stirred great 
controversy in the research field internationally and would most likely do the same in the 
MENA but might help us gain completely new insight into violence in a society where 
patriarchal characteristics are so pronounced. 
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